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TREATISE 


ON   THE 


LAW  OF  INJUNCTIONS. 


CHAPTER  L 

*  » 

Of  Injunctions  in  General* 

An  Injunction  is  a  writ,  issuing  by  the  order  and 
under  the  seal  of  a  court  of  equity,  and  is  of  two 
kinds :  the  one  is  the  Writ  Remedidl^  amongst  the 
most  ordinary  objects  of  which  the  following  may 
be  enumerated:  To  stay  proceedings  in  courts  of 
law,  in  the  spiritual  courts,  the  courts  of  admiralty, 
or  in  some  other  court  of  equity :  to  restrain  the 
indorsement  or  negotiation  of  notes  and  bills  of  ex- 
change, the  sale  of  land,  the  sailing  of  a  ship,  the 
transfer  of  stock,  or  the  alienation  of  a  specific 
chattel ;  to  prevent  the  wasting  of  assets  or  other 
property  pending  litigation,  to  restrain  a  trustee  from 
assigning  the  legal  estate,  from  setting  up  a  term 
of  years,  or  assignees  from  making  a  dividend ;  to 
prevent  the  removing  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  mar- 
rying,  or  having  any  intercourse  which  the  court 
disapproves  of,  with  a  ward:  to  restrain  the  com- 
mission of  every  species  of  waste  to  houses,  mines, 
timber,  or  any  other  part  of  the  inheritance ;  to  pre- 
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Injunctions  vent  the  infringement  of  patents,  and  the  violation 
_^___L-.  of  copyright  either  by  publication  or  theatrical  re- 
presentation ;  to  suppress  the  continuance  of  public 
or  private  nuisances ;  and  by  the  various  modes  of 
interpleader,  restraint  upon  multiplicity  of  suits,  or 
quieting  possession  before  the  hearing,  to  stop  the 
progress  of  vexatious  litigation.  These  however 
are  far  from  being  all  the  instances  in  which  this 
species  of  equitable,  interposition  is  obtained.  It 
would  indeed  be  difficult  to  enumerate  them  all ;  for 
in  the  endless  variety  of  eases  in  which  a  plaintiff  is 
intitled  to  equitable  relief,  if  that  relief  consists  in 
restraining  the  commission  or  the  cohtinuance  of 
some  act  of  the  defendant,  a  court  of  equity  admi- 
nisters it  by  means  of  the  Writ  of  IvjuricHon. 
*  The  other  species  of  injunction  is  called  the  /w- 

dicial  Writj  and  issues  subsequent  to  a  decree.  It 
is  a  direction  to  yield  up,  to  quiet,  or  to  continue 
the  possession  of  lands,  and  is  properly  described 
as  being  in  the  nature  of  an  execution^ 
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CHAPTER  11. 

iQf  Injunctions  to  stay  Proceedings  at  Law.— In 

what  cases  granted. 

It  frequently  happens  that  ^  person,  in  conse-  In  tvhai  eases 
quence  of  some  circumstance  of  which  judicial  ^'"'' 
.notice  can  only  be  taken  in  a  court  of  equity,  has  an 
J  advantage  in  proceeding  in  a  court  of  ordinary  juris- 
.  diction,  which  must  make  that  court  an  instrument 
of:  injustice  ('a J.  There  are  also  many  cases  in 
which  the  legal  defence  to  a  claim  set  up  at  law, 
rests  either  exclusively,  or  in  a  great  degree,  within 
.the  knowledge  of  the  party  advancing  the  claim,  by 
which  means,  that  defence  can  only  be  obtained 
•through  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity.  As  it 
is  ag&inst  <;on$cience  therefore  that  the  party  should 
in  the  ojoe  case,  make  any"  use  q£  the  advantage  of 
which  he  is  thus  inequitably  possessed,  or  that  he 
should  in  the  other  proceed  in  the  assertion  of  his 
claim,  without  communicating  the  information ;  it 
thas  become  one  of  the  most  ordinary  modes  of  equi- 
table interposition  to  afford  relief  by  Irgunctions  to 
stay  proceedings  at  law. 

The  Writ  which  issues  in  these  cases  has  been 


(a)  Redes.  Tr.  Ch.  PI.  102. 
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In  what  cases  frequently  stated  to  be  in  the  nature  of  a  Prohi- 
granted.        bition :    but  it  differs   so  essentially  from  it,  that 

there  seems  considerable  impropriety  in  the  com- 
parison, A  Prohibition  is  a  remedy  against  an  en- 
croachment of  jurisdiction,  issues  only  from  a  supe- 
rior court,  is  granted  on  the  suggestion  that  the 
court  to  which  it  is  directed  has  not  the  legal  cog- 
nizance of  the  cause  ;  and  is  directed  to  the  judge 
of  the  inferior  court,  as  well  as  to  the  parties  in  the 
cause.  An  Injunction  on  the  other  hand,  where  its 
object  is  to  restrain  proceedings  in  another  court,  is 
directed  only  to  the  parties;  neither  assumes^  any 
superiority  over  the  court  in  which  they  are  pro- 
ceeding, nor  denies  its  jurisdiction ;  but  is  granted 
on  the  sole  ground  that  from  certain  eqiiitable  cir- 
cumstances, of  which  the  court  tliat  issues  it  has 
cognizance,  it  is  against  conscience  for  the  party  to 
proceed  in  the  cause. 

It  will  be  proper  in  the  consideration  of  this  sub- 
ject, 1st,  To  enumerate  the  cases  in  which  a  court 
of  equity  interposes,  by  granting  Injunctions  to  stay 
proceedings  at  law :  for  though  it  would  be  irrelevant 
to  enter  into  a  minute  discussion  of  prin^ciple^  and 
their  application,  yet  a  reference  to  the  autboritiefs 
which  contain  the  grounds  upon  which  this  relief 
is  most  frequently  granted,  will  probably  be  found 
useful;  and  2dly,  To  show  by  what  means  such 
Injunctions  are  obtained,  dissolved,,  revived,  con- 
tinued to  the  hearing,  and  made  perpetual. 
Accident.  A  very  ancient  branch  of  equitable  jurisdiction  is 

that  oi  Accident ;  the  usual  instance  of  which  ii  the 
relief  given  where  a  bond  or  other  security  has  been 
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lost,  burnt,  or  accidentally  cancelled  (a).  Upon  this  /w  ivhai  cases 
ground  an  administrator  who  had  committed  Si  devas.  ^'^^^' 
tavit  at  law  by  paying  legacies,  was  relieved  against 
a  bond  which  unexpectedly  started  up,  the  assets 
having  been  originally  sufficient,  but  the  greatest 
part  of .  them,  which  consisted  of  houses,  having 
been  consumed  in  the  fire  of  London  (i).  It  has  how- 
ever been  determined  in  contradiction  to  the  first 
decisions  upon  the  point  (c),  that  there  is  no  equity 
under  this  head  of  accident  in  favour  of  the  lessee  of 
a  house,  who  is  liable  to  repair,  with  an  exception  of 
damage  by  fire,  for  an  injunction  against  an  action 
under  the  contract  for  nonpayment  of  rent  upon 
the  destruction  of  the  house  by  fire  (rf) ;  and  upon  the 
principle  that  apurchaser  becomes  in  ^<juity  the  owner 
of  the  premises  from  the  moment  of  the  contract,  if  the 
premises  are  deteriorated  by  fire  or  other  accident  be- 

(a)  Berry  v.  Style,  Latch.  24.  Abdee's  case,  ib.  14?6.  Bright- 
man's  case,  ib.  14?8.  Aaon.  1  Vern.  180.  Godfrey  v.  Turner,  ib. 
247.  Nicholson  v.  Pattison,  ib.  310.  Underwood  v,  Staney,  1  Ch. 
Ca.  77.  Collet  v.  Jaques,  ib.  120.  Lightbone  ».  Warden,  1  Eq. 
Ab.  92.  Whitfield  v.  Fausset,  1  Ves.  387.  Skip  vJHuey,  3  Atk. 
93.  Toulmin  v.  Price,  5  Ves.  238.  £ast  India  Comp.  v.  Boddam, 
9  Ves.  464.  That  no  relief  is  given  in  equity  in  the  case  of  a  lost 
bill  of  exchange,  &c.,  vide  Walmesley  v.  Child,  1  Ves.  341.  Glyn 
V.  the  Bank  of  England,  2  Ves.  41.     Mossop  v.  Eadon,  16  Ves.  430. 

{6)  Croft  V.  Lyndsey,  2  Freem.  I. 

(c)  Camden  v.  Morton,  2  Eden,  219.  Brown  v.  Quilter,  ib. 
S.  C.  Amb.  619.     Steele  v.  Wright,  cit.  1  T*.  R.  708. 

(rf)  Hare  v.  Groves,  3  Anst.  687.  Holtzappfell  v.  Baker,  18  Ves. 
115.  This  subject  was  first  discussed  by  Mr.  Fonblanque,  in  a 
very  able  note  to  the  Treatise  on  Equity  (5th  edition,  vol.  1. 374). 
The  arguments  there  adduced  by  him  led  the  court  of  exchequer 
to  that  sound  conclusion  by  which  the  determinations  of  Lord 
NorthiDgton  and  Lord  Bathurst  were  overruled. 
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1%  ^nhat  easet  fore  the  contract  is  completed,  yet  the  loss  will  faH 
^^°^^  upon  the  purchaser  (a)^  The  death  of  an  occupier  is  not 

that  species  of  accident  upon  which  a  court  of  equity 
will  sustain  a  bill  for  an  account  of  mesne  profits  (b)  i. 
but  numerous  modern  decisions  have  established, 
that  where  several  persons  are  jointly  bound,  though 
at  law  the  security  of  the  creditor  is  wearing  out  aa 
each  of  the  debtors  dies,  yet  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  permit  the  creditor  to  resort  to  the  assets  of  a 
deceased  debtor  (c). 
Miftake*  Mistake  is  another  common  head  of  equitable  inter-t 

position ;  as  where  a  mistake  has  been  made  in  the 
drawing;  engrossing,  or  cancellation  of  an  instru-* 
ment  (rf),  in  an  account  (^),  by  a  testator  in  the 

(a)  Paine  v,  Mellor,  6  Ves.  349.  Coles  v.  Trecothick,  9  Ves. 
S46.  Ex  parte  Minor,  1 1  Ves.  559.  Harford  v.  Furrier,  1  Mad. 
Hep.  532.  Akhurst  v.  Johnson,  1  Swanst.  85.  Revellv.  Hussey, 
8  Ba.  &  Be.  287*  as  a  purchase  before  the  Master  is  not  complete 
before  confirmation  of  the  report^  a  loss  after  the  report,  but 
before  confirmation,  falls  upon  the  vendor*  Ex  parte  Minor,  sup* 
Twiggv.  Fifield,  13  Ves.  517. 

(b)  Pulteney  <o.  Warren,  $  Ves.  88.  Lord  Kenyon,  in  Hale  v. 
Webb,  2  Bro.  C.  €•  80.  appears  to  have  thought  that  a  court  of 
equity  might  look  upon  banlgruptcy,  under  certain  circumstances, 
as  a  case  of  accident. 

(c)  Stevens  v.  Praed^  2  Ves,  jun.  523.  Daniel  tt.  Cross,  3  Ves, 
279.  Stephenson  kj.  Chiswell,  ib.  596.  Gray  v.  Chi&well,  9  Ves* 
118,  Ex  parte  Kendal,  17  Ves.  520.  1  Rose,  71.  Devaynes  v. 
Noble  (Sleech'f  €aae)>  1  Meriv.  539.  which  have  overruled  Lord 
Thurlow's  determinatiion  in  Hoare  v.  Cotencin,  1  Pro.  C.  C.  27- 

(d)  Crosby  v.  Middleton,  3  Ch.  Rep.  55.  Pr.  Can.  309«  Sims 
».  Barry^  Findi,  413.  2  Freem.  16.  Hunbum  v.  Curtis,  Fits^. 
118.  Onions  v.  Tyrer,  I  P.  W.  345.  Henkle  v.  Royal  Exchange 
Company,  1  Ves.  118.  Jalabert  v.  Duke  of  Chandois,  1  Eden; 
972.    East  India  Company  v.  Neave,  5  Ves.  173. 

(e)  Rodney  v.  Hare^  Mose,  ^96.    Roberts  p.  KxdRn,  9  Atk, 
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calculatioQ  of  a  liegacy  (a),  pr  in  the  number  (A),  Intohai^Msef 
names,  or  description  of  legatees  (c) :  or  by  arbi-  ^^^^ 
trators  in  a  matter  of  fact,  or  in  a  matter  of  law  if 
(according  to  the  recent  modification  of  the  doc- 
trine), a  question  of  iltj^tt;  has  been  expressly  submitted 
to  them  (d).  Upon  this  principle  are  founded  the 
cases  (too  numerous. to  be  here  cited),  in  whici^ 

1 13.  Earl  Pomfret  u.  Lord  Windsor,  2  Ves.  482.  Brownell  v. 
Brownell,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  82.  Taylor  v.  Haylin,  ib.  SIO.  1  Cox, 
435.  Johnson  v,  Curtis,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  266.  Lewis  v.  Morgan, 
3  Anst.  769.  Walker  v.  Consett,  For.  Ex.  Rejp.  157.  Grey  v. 
Minnithorpe,  3  Ves.  103.  Chambers  v.  Goldwin,  5  Ves.  8349  on 
Appeal^  9  Ves.  254.  Twogood  v.  Swanston,  6  V«8.  485.  Kins-i 
man  v.  Barker,  14  Ves.  579.     Drew  v.  Power,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  192. 

(a)  Milner  v.  Milner,  1  Ves.  106.  Brackenbury  v.  Bracken* 
bury,  2  Eden,  275.  Arab.  474.  Danvers  v.  Manning,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
18.  1  Cox,  203.  Williams  v,  Williams,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  87.  Phipps 
V,  Lord  Mulgrave,  3  Ves.  613. 

(b)  Slc^ch  V,  Thorington,  2  Ves.  260.  Tomkins  v.  Tomkins,  ciU 
19  Ves.  126.    Scott  v.  Fenboulet,  1  Cox,  79.    Stebbing  v.  Walkey,  • 
2  Bro.  C.  C.  85.  1  Cox,  250.    Humphreys  v.  Humphreys,  2  Cox, 
184.     Garvey  v.  Hibbert,  19  Ves.  125. 

(c)  Ulrich  V.  Lichfield,  2  Atk.  372.  Hussey  v.  Berkley,  2  Eden, 
194.  Andrews  «?.  Dobson,  1  Cox,  425.  West  v.  Primate  of 
Ireland,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  148.  2  Cox,  258.  Dehnare  v.  Rebello,  2  Bro. 
C.  C.  446.  1  Ves.  jun.  412.  Standen  v,  Standen,  2  Ves.  jun. 
589.  6  Bro.  P.  C.  195.  Abbot  v.  Massie,  3  Ves.  148.  Kennell 
V.  Abbott,  4  Ves.  808.  Smith  v.  Coney,  6  Ves.  42.  Holmes  v, 
Custance,  12  Ves.  279.  Smith  v.  Campbell,  Coop.  278.  Carelesii 
p.  Careless,  1  Meriv.  384. 

{d)  Comforth  v.  Geer,  2  Vem.  705.  Metcalf  v.  Ives,  1  Atk. 
63.  Ridout  V.  Pain,  i  Ves.  11.  2  Atk.  494.  Anon.  ib.  644. 
Pirice  v.  Williams,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  163.  1  Ves.  jun.  S65.  Knox  «. 
Simmons,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  358.  1  Ves.  jun.  369.  Morgan  v.  Mather^ 
5  Ves.  jun.  15.  Dick  v.  Milligan,  ib.  23.  4  Bro.  C.  C.  117.  Ching 
V.  Chmg,  6  Ves.  282.  Young  t?.  Walter,  9  Ves.  364.  note  to 
Nichols  V.  Chalie,  14  Ves.  271. 
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la  what  casei  defective  executions  of  powers  and  surrenders  erf 
S^^^^^  '        copyhold  have  been  supplied,  and  marriage  settle- 
ments rectified  pursuant  to  articles. 

A  common  instance  of  this  equity  is  the  case  of 
a  joint  bond,  where  the  court  infers,  from  the  nature 
of  the  condition  and  the  whole  transaction,  that 
the  bond  was  made  joint  by  mistake,  and  that  the 
real  intention  of  the  parties  was,  that  it  should  be 
joint  and  several  (a).  It  appears  also  that  similar 
relief  would  be  given  in  ^  case  which  is  the  con- 
V6rse^  of  this :  as  where  a  person  executes  a  bond^ 
meaning  that  it  should  be  the  joint  bond  of  himself 
find  andthei*,  and  not  his  several  bond ;  in  such  a 
case,  unless  there  is  something  special,  the  person 
who  had  become  so  severally  bound,  has  a  right  to 
have  that  bond  delivered  up ;  for  his  intention  was 
not  to  become  a  mere  several  obligee,  but  to  be  a 
joint  and  several  obligee,  and  the  rights  are  different 
both  in  law  and  equity :  for  if  he  is  only  a  several 
obligee  he  has  no  remedies  over  against  any  one, 
but  if  he  is  a  joint  and  several  obligee  or  only  a  joint 
dbligee,  there  is  a.  right  of  contribution  against  the 
bther  sureties  in  equity,  and  of  exoneration  against 
the  principal  (J). 
Mistake  in         jft  is  clearly  settled,  that  where  a  deed  hfis  beei^^ 

executed,  or  pioney  paid  from  ignorance  of  a  Jact, 
or  under  an  erroneous  impression  respecting  it,,  a 

(a)  Primrose  v.  Biomley,  1  Atk.  89.  Bishop  v.  Church,  2  Y^b. 
100.  371.  Simpson  v.  Vaughan,  2  Atk.  S3.  Thomas  v.  Frazer, 
3  Ves.  399.  Bum  v.  Bum,  ib.  573.  Gray  c.  Chiswell,  9  Ves.  125. 
Underwood  v.  Horirood,  10  Ves.  317.  Ex  parte  Halket,  19,  Ves. 
475.    Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1  Meriy.  564. 

(b)  10  Ves.  225. 


•  « 
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court  of  equity  will  relieve  (a).    But  there  seems  to  InxxAatauet   ^ 
have  been  some  difference  of  opinion  upon  tlie  ques-  ^^ 
tion,  whether  it  would  do  so,  where  an  act  has  been 
done  under  a  mistake  of  the  law.     Lord  King  is 
reported  in  one  case  to  have  laid  down,  that  the 
maxim  ignorantia  juris  non  eactisat  respected  only 
the  public,  where  ignorance  cannot  be  pleaded  in 
excuse  of  crimes^  but  that  it  did  not  apply  in  civil 
cases ;  and  he  accordingly  set  aside  certain  instru- 
ments  which  had  been  executed  under  a  mistaken  im- 
pression of  the  law(&).    In  another  case  Lord  Talbot 
observed,  that  it  seemed  hard  that  a  perspn  should 
suffer  for  ignorance  of  the  law,  or  of  the  customs  of  the 
City  of  London,  and  set  aside  a  release  executed  by 
an  orphan  ignorant  of  the  full  extent  of  her  rights  (c). 
There  is  also  a  dictum  of  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  which 
he  intimated  a  similar  opinion  ((/)}  but  in  a  subse- 
quent case(e),  in  which  the  subject  was  brought  r 
more  immediately  under  his  consideration,  he  ob-  \ 
served,  that  if  parties  are  entering  into  an  agree- 
ment and  have  the  facts  before  them  and  their 
counsel,  they  shall  be  supposed  to  be  acquainted 
with  the  consequence  of  law.    Lord  Eldon  (fj  has  i 
noticed  this  passage  with  approbation,  and  there  are 

(«)  Pooley  V.  ^T2Lj,  1  P.  W.  S54.  Eaat  v.  Thomberry,  3  P.  W. 
125.  Bingham  v.  Bingham^  1  Ves.  126.  Cocking  v.  Pratt,  ib.  400* 
Salkeld  V.  Veraon,  1  Eden.  64.  Evans  v.  Llewellyn,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
150.  1  Cox,  39S.  East  India  Company  v.  Donald,  9  Ves.  275. 
Kidney  v.  Coussmaker,  12  Ves.  156. 

(b)  Lansdown  v.  Lansdown,  Mose,  364. 

(c)  Pusey  «.  Desbouverie,  3  P.  W.  SIS.  '^ 
^  (i)  Roberts  v.  Kuffin,  2  Atk.  112. 

(e)  PuUen  v.  Ready,  2  Atk.  591. 

(y;iv.&B.sa  y; 
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InHfahaicoiiu  numerous  cases  in  which  the  court  has  refused  to 
^"^^^^'        interfere  where  art  instrument  has  been  executed  or 

a  sum  of  money  paid  under  an  erroneous  notion  of 
the  law(tf).  We  may  now,  therefore,  consider  the 
maxim  ignorantia  juris  non  e^usat  as  fully  recog^^ 
nised  in  equity  as  it  has  long  been  unquestionably 
established  in  civil  cases  at  law  (b)p 
Mistake  in         A  court  of  equity  will  not  relieve  against  a  misr 

conduct  of  a 


cause  at  law. 


(a)  Mildmay  v.  Hungerford>  1  Vern.  243.  Harman  v.  Camm^ 
4  Vin.  Ab.  387.  Wildey  v.  Coopers'  Company,  3  P.  W.  127.  n. 
Atwood  V.  Lamprey,  ib.  Lord  Irnham  v.  Child,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  93. 
Langstaffe  v.  Fenwick,  10  Ves.  406.  Currie  v.  Goold,  2  Mad. 
Rep.  163. 

(b)  The  principle  that  ignorantia  juris  non  excusat  is  firmly 
established  at  law,  in  civil  as  well  as  in  criminal  cases,  and  it  has 
been  repeatedly  determined  that  money  paid  under  a  mistake  of 
law  cannot  be  recovered.  Lowrie  v.  Bourdieu,  Doug.  467*  Bilbie 
V.  Lumley,  2  East,  469.  Herbert  v.  Champion,  1  Caitipb.  134. 
Brisbane  v,  Dacres^  5  Taunt.  379..  Stevens  v.  Lynch,  12  East,  38. 
Gomery  v.  Bond,  3  M.  &  S.  378.  If  it  ever  become  necessary  to 
examine  this  interesting  question  again  in  a  court  of  equity,  it  would 
probably  be  found  expedient  to  refer  to  the  civil  law  authorities, 
where  the  subject  appears  to  have  been  most  elaborately  dis- 
cussed. The  reader  will  find  two  entire  titles  dedicated  to  the 
•discussion  of  the  distinction  between  the  jtim  etfaoti  ignorantia, 
Dig.  22.  Tit.  6.  and  Cod.  1.  Tit.  16.  Sir  W.  D.  Evans,  in  the  ap- 
pendix.to  his  valuable  translation  of  Pothier,  has  given  a  transla- 
tion of  a  learned  dissertation  of  D' Aguesseau  upon  this  point,  who, 
as  well  as  Vinnius,  was  of  opinion  (but  contrary  to  the  received 
doctrine)  that  money  paid  from  a  mistaken  idea  of  legal  obligation 
was  subject  to  repetition.  Pothier,  on  the  other  hand,  and 
Heineccius-  maintained  the  contrary  opinion,  though  the  latter 
made  a  distinction,  holding  that  with  respect  to  an  agreement 
entered  into  under  a  mistake  of  law,  no  engagement  was  contracted. 
The  code  Napoleon  adopts  the  distinction  of  the  digest,  holding 
that  an  error  in  the  person,  or  in  the  object,  or  an  error  in  calcula- 
tion may  be  amended,  but  not  an  error  of  rigl^t.   9052. 9053. 2058. 
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tiake  in  pleading,  or  in  the  conduct  of  a  cause  at  In^aitateM, 
law  (fl),  or  assist  a  party  who  has  failed  in  X)btaining  ^^^"  ^  ' 
fresh  evidence  (J). 

There  is  a  remarkable  exception  to  the  general  Registry  act. 
doctrine  upon  this  subject,  arising  from  the  peculiar 
penning  of  the  Registry  act,  by  which,  if  the  forms 
required  by  it  have  not  been  complied  with,  the 
instrument  becomes  void  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatsoever,  and .  no  equitable  relief  can  be  given, 
either  on  the  ground  of  accident  or  mistake  (c). 

But  the  subject  which  most  frequently  calls  for  Fraud, 
the  interference  of  a  court  of  equity  is  comprehended 
under  the  extensive  head  otjraudf  either  by  sug^ 
gestio  falsi  [d)y  or  mppressio  veri{e)'j   or  by  taking 

(a)  Stephenson  v.  Wilson,  2  Vem.  325.  Blackhall  v.  Combs, 
2  P.  W.  70.  Hoi  worthy  v.  Mortlock,  1  Cox,  141.  Stephensoa 
V.  Praedy  2  Yes.  jun.  519.  Bateinan  v.  Willoe,  1  Sch.  and  Lef. 
201.    Ware  v.  Horwood,  14  Ves.  31. 

(b)  Hankey  v.  Vernon,  2  Cox.  12. 

(c)  Hibbert  v.  Rolleston,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  571.  Camden  v.  Ander- 
son, 5  T.  R.  709.  Mobs  o.  Charnock,  2  East,  399.  Curtis  v. 
Perry,  6  Ves,  739.  Speldt  v.  Lechmere,  13  Ves.  588.  Ex  parte 
Yallop,  15  Ves.  60.  Ex  parte  Houghton,  17  Ves.  251.  Thompson 
Vm  Leake,  1  Mad.  Rep.  39.  Thompson  v.  Smith,  ib.  395.  Brewster 
o.  Clarke,  2  Meriv.  75.  Dixon  v.  Ewart,  3  Meriv.  322.  Whether 
a  court  of  equity  will  relieve  when  the  compliance  with  the  forms 
of  the  act  has  been  prevented  by  fraud  is  stiU  vexata  questio. 
Newnham  v.  Graves,  1  Mad.  Rep.  399.  n.  Barker  v.  Chapman, 
ib.  Mestaer  o.  Gillespie,  11  Ves.  621.  Bunny  v.  Thompson, 
Hil.  Vac.  1820. 

{d)  Jervis  v.  Duke,  1  Vem.  19.  Hobbs  v.  Norton,  ib«  136. 
Ibbotson  V.  Rhodes,  Q  Vem.  55^.  Draper  v.  Borlase,  ib.  370. 
Broderick  o.  Broderick,  1  P.  W. 239.  Howards.  Hopkins,  2  Atki 
371.  Buxton  v.  Lister,  3  Atk.  385.  Pearson  v.  Morgan,  2  Bro. 
C.C.  386.  Evans  v.  Bicknell,' 6  Ves.  182.  Burrows  v.  Lock> 
10  Ves.  475. 

{e)  Hunsden  o»  Cheyney,  2  V<era.  150.     Hanaing  v.  Ferrers; 
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IHt^tdiiiei  ftii  ttticonscietitious  advantage    either  of  parental 
^^"  influence  (a),  (unless  the  transaction  comes  within 

the  protection  extended  '^  to  agreements  entered 
into  to  preserve  the  peace  of  families  (J),)  du- 
ress (c),  poverty  and  ignorance  of  rights  (rf),  weak- 

Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  85.  1  Eq.  Ab.  356.  Beatniff  r.  Smith,  1  Eq.  Ab. 
357.  Savage  v.  Foster,  9  Mod.  35.  Mocatta  v.  Murgatroyd,  1  P.  W. 
i$4.  Head  v.  Egerton,  3  P.  W.  280.  Meade  v.  Webb,  1  Bro.  P.  C. 
Ea.^T0ttil;  908.  Amot «.  Biscoe,  1  Yes.  95.  Berrisford  v.  Mel- 
ward,  2  Atk.  49,  East  Ipdia  Company  v.  Vincent,  ib.  83.  Anon. 
Bunb.  53.  NeviUe  v.  Wilkinson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  543,  Pilling  v. 
Armitage,  12  Yes.  85.  £x-parte  Carr,  3  Y.  &  B.  111.  Bowles 
V.  Stewart,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  209.  The  old  doctrine  that  the  mere 
^ttreunutance  of  parting  with  the  title  deeds  iif  of  itself  sufficient 
ground  to  postpone  a  prior  mortgagee  has  been  repeatedly  over- 
rilled,  it  being  necessary  for  that  purpose  that  there  should  be  a 
ftftodiilentconceaknent;  concurrence  in  «uchpurpose;  or  negligence 
to  gross  as  to  amount  to  evidence  of  a  fraudulent  intention. 
Tburle  v.  Ratid,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  650.  Evans  v.  Bicknell,  6  Yes.  190. 
Phunb  t".  Fluitt,  2  Anst.  432.    Bamett  v.  Weston,  12  Yes.  133. 

(«)  Blackbome  v.  Edgley,  1  P.  W.  600.  Blundell  v.  Barker, 
ib.  604.  M^nris  v.  Burrough,  1  Atk.  398.  Cocking  v..  Pratt, 
1  Yts.  401.  Tendril  v.  Smith,  2  Atk.  85.  Heron  v.  Heron,  ib. 
160.  Young  V.  Peachy,  ib.  254.  Carpenter  v.  Heriot,  1  Eden, 
5SS.  Hawkes  t;.  Wyatt,  3  Bro,  C.  C.  156. 
'  (i)  Frank  v.  Frank,  1  Ch.  C.  84,  Cann  w.  Cann,  1  P.  W.  723. 
Stapaton  V.  St^>ilton,  1  Atk.  2.  Pullen  v.  Ready,  2  Atk.  587. 
Cory  •.  Cory,  1  Yes.  19.  Wych«rley  v.  Wycherley,  2  Eden,  175. 
Stephens  v.  Bateman,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  22.  Kipchant  v.  Kinchant,  ib. 
969.  fitockley  r.  Stockley,  1  Y.  &  B.  23.  Dunnage  v.  White, 
1  Swa.  137.  and' the  cases  cited  in  Mr.  Swanston's  note. 

{o)  Strathmore  v.  Bowes,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  341.  1  Yes.  jun«  22. 
Tdleytand  v.  Boulanger,  3  Yes.  447.    Ped  v. 16  Yes.  157. 

(d)  Jervis  v*  Duke,  1  Yem.  19.  Gee  v,  Spencer,  ib«  32.  Bro> 
derick  o.  Broderick,  1  P.  W.  239.  Pusey  o.  Desbouverie,  3  P.  W. 
315*  Cocking  v.  Pratt,  1  Yes.  400.  Scrope  v.  Offley,  1  Bro.  P.  C. 
Bi.  1V>ml.  e76*  Meade  v.  Wehbe,  ib.  308.  Ramsden  v.  Hyiton, 
i  Vdsk  S04t  Salkeld  v.  Yemon,  1  Eden,  64.  Alden  v.  Gregory, 
9  Sdeii»  200.'   Evans  v.  LleweHyn,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  150.  1  Con,  333. 
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ness  of  intellect  short  of  legal  incapacity  (a),  religiws  iMohUcam 
delusion  (A),  or  drunkenness,  when  procured  by  th^  ^'^^"^^  ' 
contrivance  of  the  party,  who  takes  advantage  of 
it(c}.  Upon  principles  also  of  public  policy  arising 
out  of  the  nektive  situation  of  contracting  pstrties^ 
the  coiirt  interferes  to  prevent  persons  in  fiduciary 
situations  from  purchasing  of  their  cestuys  que 
trusted) I  it  watches  with  the  greatest  j^ousy 
gifts  from  a  ward  to  his  gua]rdiah(e),  or  a  cUevt/t^ 

Bowles  D,  Stewart,  1  Sch.  k  tje£*  209.    Murray  o.  l^lnjer,  2iSq% 

&  Lef.  '474. '  East  India  Company.  v«  Donald,  9  Ves^  27£..  Lirawd 

V.  Leonard,  2  Ba.  Sc  Be.^184.  .  ;.    .  -•    i*'  _* 

(a)  Herbert  o.  Lowns,  1  Cb.  Rdp.  1^^.  James'  v»<;6iM»¥«i9^ 

2  P.  W.  270.    Clarkson  v.  Hanway,^  ib.  202.    Osmond  «^  TUnmfig^ 

5  P.  W.  129.  Griffin  v.  Deveuille,  ib.  n.  Bennett  v.  Vad^  2r>Aj|k. 
324.  Bridgman  v.  Green,  2  Ves.  627-.  Case  cited  laLfHrdiOtM*' 
gaTs  case,  lb.  407.  .  -j^^ 

{b)  Norton  v.  Relly,  2  Eden,  286.  Huguenin  v.  Bazeley^  14  Vet*  87f  * 
(e)  Rich  9*  Sydenham,  1  Ch,'Ca.  202.     Johnson  «•  Medlioot, 

3  P.  W.  ISl^n.  Cory  r.  Cory,  1  Ves.  19.  Cook  v*  Cls^fwo^th, 
18  Ves.  12«  Lord  Ellenbotoogh  has  laid  down  tbat  an  ins^roipeiit 
executed  in  a  state]  of  intoxication  is  in  all  cof «»  void,*^Pil|r  q. 
Smith,  3  Campb*  S3: 

(d)  Clarke  v.  Swaile,  2  Eden,  134.  Fox  v..  Mackretl|>  2  Sisi. 
C.  C:  40a  ^  CampbeU  v.  Walker,  5  Ves.  676. :  M'Enzie  v.  York 
Buildings  Company,  8  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.'42.    Gibson  V.  Je^im, 

6  Ves.  266.  Ex  parte  Hughes,  ib.  617.  Ex  parte  Lacey,.ib»62S. 
and  the  cases  cited  in  the  notes.  Ex  parte  JajaeR,  8Ves»aS7* 
Coles^  V.  Trecothick,  9  Ves.  234.  Ex  parte  Bennett,  10  Ves.  881. 
Morse  v.  Royal,  12  Ves.  355.  Lo«rther  v.  Lord  Lowther,  1$  Ves. 
95.  Cane  v.  Lord" Allen,  2  Dow.  289.  Attomey-general«.  Lord 
Dudley,  Coop.  146.  Downes  v^  Grazebrodk,  3  Mtm^iOQIi^Ythkh 
have  overruled  the  doctrine  in  Whichoote  v.  Ll^ifrencei  3  ^  Ves. 
740.  and  Ex^rte  Reynolds,  5  Ves.  70?.  that  swohlsfdli  abaUiOn^ 
be  set  aside  where  an  advantage  has  been  made  by  ttbe.temte(9i ,  i 

(ey  Dttke  of  Hamilton  v.  Lord  Mohim>  1  P.  W.  118..  Hyjtoi 
V.  Hykdb,'^  Ves.  547.  Pierc^  v.  Waring,  dU  ib.  Hatch  «.  Ifafcb> 
9  Ves.  292.    Dawson  v.  Mas8ey>  IBa^J^  Bei' 019.  .njLd 
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'In%jkaieiii^hi9  attarn^(^);    and  absolutely  rescinds  sales  by 
f^!'^  '        expectant  heirs  af  their  expectancies  (i),  or  sailors 

of  their  prize-money  (c).  Upon  the  same  pri]». 
ciple  a  court  of  equity  preserves  with  extreme 
^strictness  the  right  of  redemption  to  a  mortgagor,^ 
from  being  fettered  by  any  agreem^ot  with  the 
mortgagee  (rf). 
Underhand  Here  may  be  ranked  the  numerous  cases  of  re- 
agreemenu.  jj^f  against  Underhand  agreements  to  the  prejudice 

of  thifd  persons :  as  frauds  upon  marriage  ancles  (e) ; 

(a)  Proof  V4  Hines,  For.  111.    Walmsley  v.  Booth,  2  Atk.  25. 

Drapers'  Company  v.  Davis,  ib.  295.  Saunderson  v.  Glass,  ib.  296. 
.Oldham  V.  HwAd,  2  Vesl  259.    Straclian  v.  Brander,  1  Eden,  303. 

Wffles  V.  Middleton,  1  Cox,  112.   4  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  TomL  245. 

Leigh  V.  Williams,  and  Kennet  v.  GreenwoHers,  cit.  8  Cox,  P.  W. 

181.  n.   Kemiey  v.  Browne,  8  Ridg.  P.  C.  462.   Newman  t;«.Payn0, 

4  Bro.  C.  C.  350.  2  Ves.  jun.  199.  Wood  v.  Downes,  18  Ves.  12Q. 
•  Moritesquieti  v.  Sandys,  ib.  802. 

(4)  Twistleton  v.  Griffith,  1  P.  W.  310.  and  cases  tfiere  cited. 

Coles  tj.  Trecothick,  9  Ves.  234.    Peacock  v.  Evans,  16  Ves.  512. 

Gowland  v.  De  Faria,  17  Ves.  20.  except  where  by  public  auction. 

Sh6lly  V.  Nash,  3  Mad.  Rep.  282. 

(c)  Baldwin  v.  Rochfort,  1  Wils.  229.    Taylour  v.  Rochford, 

2  Ves.  281.    How  t7.  Weldon,  ib.  519. 

(^  Newcomb  r.  Bonham,  1  Vern.  8.   Howard  v.  Harris,  ib.  33. 

]:90«    Eaton  v.  Greaves,  ib.  138.    Kilvington  o.  Gardner,  ib.  192. 

Willett  V.  Winnall,  ik  488.  Bowen  v.  Edwards,  1  Ch.  Ca.  222. 
■Jason  V.  Eyres,  2  Ch.  Ca.  33.    Manlove  o.  Ball,  2  Vern.  84. 

Jennings  t^.  Ward,  ib.  520.    Croft  v.  Powell,  Com.  Rep.  603. 

%ufgeois  V.  Collier,  1  Eden,  60.    Vernon  v.  Betbell,  2  Eden,  110. 

Seton  r.  Slade,  7  Ves.  273. 
(e)  Arundel  v.  Trevillian,  1  Ch.  Rep.  47.    Howard  v.  Hooker, 

2  Chv  Rep.  42.    Peyton  v.  Bladwdl,  1  Vern.  240.    Redman  r. 

Redman,  ib.  348.    Drury  v.  Hooke,  ib.  412.    Gale  v.  Lindo,  ib. 

475.  2  Freem.  101.  Key  v.  Bradshaw,  2  Vern.  102.  Smith  t. 
/Brumng,  ib.  392.  ScribblehiU  v.  Brett,  ib.  446^  Lamlee  v. 
tHamiam,  ib.  499w    Keat  v.  Allen,  ib.  S8B.    Duke  of  Hamilton  p. 

Lord  Mohun,  1  P.  W.  lld«    Turton  v.  Beason,  ib.  498.  2  Vera. 


^memMT 
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frauds  upon  the  marital  right  (a);  bonds  giren  to  in  «vAfl#  tfriM 
marry  the  obligor  upon  the  death  of  a  parent^  or  per-  ^^'^^^  * 
son  standing  in  loco  parentis^  frc^  whom  the  oUigee 
has  expectations,  and  from  whom  the  transaction  is 
tQ  be  kept  concealed  (i);  and  secret  agreements 
made  by  creditcnrs  with  their  debtor,  to  represent 
their  debts  less  than  they  are,  in  order  to  deceive 
third  persons  (c).  Thus  where  the  object  of  an 
agreement  was  that. a  sum  of  mcmey  should  be  given 
in  order  to  prevent  ^n  opposition  to  a  bill  depending 
in  parliament  which  was. to  be  concealed  from  the 
legislature,   such  agreement  was  considered  as  a 

764.  Free.  Cas.  522.  Boberts  v.  RobertSj  S  P.W.  66.  ColeT, 
Gibson,  1  Ves.  503.  Woodhouse  v.  Shepley,  2  Atk.  535.  Blan- 
chet  V,  Foster,  2  Ves.  264.  Pitcaime  v.  Ogbourne,  ib.  S75.  Smith 
V.  Aykwell,  3  Atk.  566.  Neville  v.  Wilkinson,  1  Bro,  C;  C.  545. 
Thompson  v.  Harrison,  1  Cox,  344^  Scott  v,  Scott,  ib.  366. 
Palmer  v.  Neave,  11  Ves.  165. 

(a)  Though  considerable  doubt  was  thrown  upon  this  by  Mr* 
Justice  Buller  in  Lady  Strathmore  v.  Bowe%  2  Bro.  C.  C.  345r 
where  he  seemed  to  doubt  the  general  doctrine,  yet  it  was  laid 
down  by  Lord  Rosslyn  in  Ball  o.  Montgomery,  2  Ves.  jun.  194» 
and  has  been  repeatedly  determined,  that  a  settlement  made  by  • 
woman  before  marriage^  widiout  the  privity  of  the  husband,  is  a  fraud 
upon  the  marital  right.  Hunt  v.  Matthews,  1  Vem.  408.  CarteQii 
V.  Earl  of  Dorset,  ^  Vera.  17.  Howard  v.  Hooker,  2  Ch.  Rep.  81* 
Cotton  V.  King,  2  P.  W.  360.  Mose»  259.    Pouls(»i  v.  Wellington« 

2  P.W.  533.    Thomas  o.  Williams,  Mose.  177. 

{b)  Woodhouse  v.  Shepley,  2  Atk.  535.  Cock  v.  Richards^ 
10  Ves.  429. 

(c)  Childv.Dandridge,  2Vem.71*  Small «.  Brackley,  ib.  602. 
Spurrel  t;.  Spiller,  1  Atk.  108.  Neville  v.  Wiljcinson^  1  Bro.  C.  C, 
543.    Constantein  v.  Blacfae,  1  Cox.  227.    Sastabrook  v.  Scott^ 

3  Ves.  456.  Qecil  v.  Plaistow,  I  Anst.  202.  Mawson  v.  Stock, 
6  Ves.  202.  Ex  parte  Sadler,  15  Ves.  52.  Dalbiac  v^  Dalbiac, 
16  Ves.  125.    Ex  parte  Carr,  3  V.  and  B.  111. 
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InMhtn^emei  finud  upon  tiie  legiriature,  and  wiihiii  tb?  pn&ctple 
^^**^        of  the  above  ca8es(a).    And  it  has  been  frequently 

decided,  that  although,  where  partbecs  disqolv^  the 
partnershq^i,  divide  the  prc^erty,  astign  it  by  ideed^ 
and  deliver  poesession^  the  joint  propenty  thereby 
beoomea  the  separate  prc^perty  of  the  party  re- 
9iaimng )  yet  if  it  appear .  that  the  p^ners  have 
entered  Jnto  this  contract  for  the  purpose  of 
•defcauding  ihe  joint  creditors,  by  enabling  one 
faity  'to  iwitbdraw  property  out  of  their  reach ; 
auch  contract  is  invalid  (6)..  Here  also  may  be 
noticed  those  transactions  which  are  in  fraud  of 
acts  of  parliament  or  other  legal  provisions  (c), 

(a)  Vauxhall  Bridge  Company  v.  Earl  Spencer,  2  Mad.  Rep.  S56. 
''  '(*)  Anderson  v.  Maltby,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  42^  2  Ves.  jiin.  S**. 
Bx  parte  Ruffin,  6  Ves.  119.  Ex  parte  Felf,  10-Ves.  S47.  Ex 
/^tfrte -Williams,  llVes.  S.  Ex  parte  PeAke,  1  Mad.  Rep.  353. 
Ex  parte  Harris,  ib.  583.    Ex  parte  Rowlandson,  1  Rose^  416. 

(c)  Frauds  upon  the  law  qfjorfeiiure,  Chaplin  v.  Chaplin, 
5  P.  W.  233.  Duke  of  Bedford  v.  Coke,  2  Ves.  117.  Young  v. 
Pfcachy,  2  Atk.  258.  Carte  v.  Carte,  3  Atk.  180.  Arab.  32.— » 
Upon  the  restraining  statutes.  Dean  &c,  of  Windsor  v.  Perwin, 
Moor,  789.^ — Upon  the  usury  Idxos.  Lawley  c.  Ho6per,  3  Atk. 
278.  Barker  o.  Vansommer,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  149.  Browne  v. 
ODea,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  115.  Drew  ».  Power,  ib.  182.  Molloy 
9,  'Inrfei,  ib.  310.-»-  Upon  the  bankrupt  taws.  Ex  parte  Hill,  1 
C«K,  SbO.  Ex  parte  Cooke,  8  Ves.  353.  Ex  parte  Murphy,  1 
Sdi.  ft^  Lef.  44.  Ei  parte  Meaghan,  ib.  179.  Higginbotham 
V.  Holme,  19  Ves.  88.— ITjpon  the  registry  apt.  Curtis  v.  Perry, 
1  Ves.  739'.  Osborne  v.  Wlliams,  18  Ves.  379.  Battersby  r. 
Smyth,  3  Mad;  Rep.  110.—- Upon  the  revenue  kerns.  Vicars  v. 
Attorhey-gehferal,  6  Bfb.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  491 .— Upon  the  marimain 
act.  Adlington  v.  Cailn,  1  Atk.  141.  Boson  v.  Statham,  1  Cox, 
17.  1  Eden,  508.  Edwards  v.  Pike,  1  Eden,  267.  Muckleston 
'V.  Brown,  6  Ves.  52.  Stickland'i;.  Aldridge,  9  Ves.  517.  Paine 
V.  Hall,  18  Ves.  VlB.— Upon  the  custom  of  London.  Heron  v. 
Heron,.2  Atk.  160. 
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frauds  upon  powers(a),  and  the  cases  •  iff  %hi<^  a  In  lohat  cases 
bond  given  to  secure  one  object,  is  oppressively  used  ^^^^ 
to  compel  another  (£)• 

Though  courts  of  law  have  a  concurrent  juris-  Discovery. 
diction  with  courts  of  equity  in  determining  upon 
the  legality  of  the  consideration  of  an  instrument, 
yet  it  frequently  happens  that  its  illegality  csui 
only  be  proved  through  a  court  of  equity,  from  the 
admission  of  the  defendant,  or  the  examination  of 
witnesses  residing  abroad.  As  relief  is  accordingly 
given  in  numerous  cases  of  bills  or  securities,  vo- 
luntary, and  therefore  fraudulent  as  against  cre- 
ditors (c),  or  affected  with  usury (d);   gaming(e), 

(a)  Lane  v.  Page,  Amb.  233.  Aleyn  v.  Belchier,  1  B4en, 
132.  Lord  Hinchinbroke  v.  Seymour^  1  Bro.  C.  C«  3^. 
Palmer  v.  Wheeler,  2  Ba.  &  Be.  18.  Daubeny  v.  Coekburo, 
1  Meriv.  626- 

{b)  Durston  v.  Sandys,  1  Vern.  411. 2  Ch.  Ca.  186. 2  Ch.  Rep. 
898.  Hawkins  v.  Turner,  Pr.  Can.  513.  Peele  v.  Capd,  1  S(ra. 
534.  Hillyard  v.  Stapleton,  1  £q.  Ab.  86.  Grey  y.  Heskefeb, 
Amb.  268.    Roy  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort,  2  Atk.  190. 

(c)  Parry  v.  Carwarden,  2  Dick.  544.  Evelyn  v.  Templar,  9 
Bro.  C.  C.  148.  Pulvertoft  v.  Pulvertoft,  18  Ves.  84.  Buckte  r, 
Mitchell,  18  Ves.  100.  Metcalf  v.  Pulvertoft,  I  V.  &  B.  Wft. 
But  that  a  voluntary  conveyance  is  binding  upon  the  fettlor  j^iior 
self,  vide  Burke  v,  Dawson^  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  569.  Johnson  «•  "Le^^ 
ib.  570.  8  Mad.  Rep.  273.  Smith  v.  Garland,  2  Meriv.  123.  Wh^ 
ther  the  consideration  of  marriage  extends  to  collateral  relations 
of  the  settlor,  vide  Hale  v.  Lamb,  2  Eden,  292.  Fairfield  v.  Birch, 
Sugd.  V.  P.  560.  &  Appendix,  No.  23.  Clayton  v.  Lord  Grey  de 
Wilton,  3  Mad.  Rep^  302.  Johnson  v.  Legard,  sup.  Sutton  v. 
Chetwynd,  3  Meriv.  249.     Cormick  w.  Trapaud,  6  Dow.  60. 

(d)  Ante,  p.  16,  Note  fdj. 

(e)  Blackwell  v.  Redman,  1  Ch.  Rep.  48.  Humphreys  v.  Rigby, 
2  Freem.  223.  Rftwden  v.  Sbadwell,  Amb.  269.  Graves  v.  Hpul- 
ditch,  2  Price,  147. 

C 
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In  u)httt  eases  stock'johhmg  (a)j  illegal  insufance  (*),  siinony(c% 
^^^  champerty  (cQ  J  compounding  felony  (e),  marriage  (y)> 

or  place  brokage  [g) ;  of  bonds  to  secure  future  co- 
habitation (A),  or  instruments  containing  conditions 
contrary  to  good  morals  or  domestic  peace  (0 :  so  if 
a  party  is  suing  upon  an  instrument  of  this  nature 
at  law,  a  court  of  equity  will,  if  necessary,  grant  an 
injunction  till  a  discovery  has  been  obtained  ftcnA 

.(^) .  Bancroft  v.  Wentwprthy  3  Bro,  C.  C,  U .  Bullock  v,  Rich^rd*- 
•pp,  ;i  Ves,  373. 

(b)  Ex-parie  Mather,  S  Ves.  373.  Knovrles  v,  Haughtan, 
11  "^es.  168.  overruling  Watts  v.  Brooks,  3  Ves.  612. 

(c)  Lord  Kircudbright  v.  Lady  Kircudbright,  8  Vefe.  51.  '  ' 
(dy  Skapholme  w.  Hart,  Finch.  477.    Powell  v.  Knowler,  2.  Alk. 

824.  Strachan  v.  Brander,  1  Ed^n,  303.  Wallis  v.  Duke  of  Port- 
land, 3  Ves.  494.  Stevens  v.  Bagwell,  15  Ves.  138.  Wood  v. 
Downes,  18  Ves.  120. 

(e)  Johnson  v.  Ogilby,  3  P.  W.  279.  Claridge'b.  Hoate/li 
Ves.  59. 

(f)  Arundel  t>.  Trevillian,  1  Ch.  Rep.  47.  Drury  v.  HoOke, 
1  Vern.  412.  Key  v.  Bradshaw,  2  Vem.  102.  Smith  v,  Bruning, 
ib.  392.  Scribblehill  v.  Brett,  ib.  446.  Duke  of  Hamilton  v.  Lord 
iHohun,  1  P.  W.  118.  Smith  v.  Aykwell,  3  Atk.  566.  Cole  v. 
Gibson,  1  Ves.  503. 

(g)  Lak  TO.  LaEw,  3  P.  W.  391.  For.  140.  Bellamy  v.  Burrow^ 
For.  97.  Debenham  v.  Ox,  1  Ves.  276.  Morris  v.  M'Cdlock, 
Amb.  232.  2  Eden,  190.  Hanington  v.  Du  Chatel,  1  Bro.  C.  C. 
124.  2  Dick,  581.  Hartwell  v.  Hartwell,  4  Ves.  811.  Thompson 
r.  Thompson,  7  V^s.  470.     Osborne  r.  Williams,  18  Ves.  379. 

(A)  Whaley  v.  Norton,  1  Vem.  483.  Priest  v.  Parrott,  2  Veg. 
160.  Lady  €ox's  case,  3  P.  W.  339.  Hill  v.  Spencer,  Artib.  641. 
Franco  v.  Bolton,  3  Ves.  368.  Not  'cohere  it  is  given  for  past  co- 
habitation, Majfchioness  of  Annandale  v.  Harris,  2  P.  W.  432. 
Spicer  v.  Hay  ward,  Pr.  Can.  114.  Cray  v.  Rooke,  For.  153. 
Clarke  v.  Periam,  2  Atk.  333.     Gray  v.  Mathias,  5  Ves.  286. 

(f )  Tenant  v,  Braie,  Toth.  78.  Traiton  v.  Traiton,  i  Vern.  413. 
Brown  v.  Peck,  1  Eden,  140. 
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his  answer,  or  till  witnesaes  residing  abroad  have  In.  tokai  cases 

.been  examined.  ^""'"^ 

^         '  1.         Ill 

A  question  frequently  arises  in  these  cases,  and  one  Relief  given 
which  has  not  yet  been  completely  and  satisfactorily  party^g^^ 
discussed,  viz.  to  what  extent,  a  court  of  equity  will  Particeps 
give  its  assistance  to  one,  who  is  a  particeps  criminis 
to  an  illegal  transaction.  The  maxim  in  pari  deticto 
melior  est  conditio  possidentis^  though  frequently 
adopted,  has  been  almost  as  frequently  departed 
from  :  and  Lord  Thurlow  on  one  occasion  declared 
that  in  all  cases  where  money  was  paid  for  an  un- 
lawful purpose,  the  party,  though  particeps  crimi* 
niSf  might  recover  $  and  that  the  reason  was,  that  if 
courts  of  justice  meant  to  prevent  the  perpelxation 
of  crimes,  it  must  be,  not  by  allowing  a  person  who 
)bas  got  possession  to  remain  in  possession,  but  by 
putting  the  parties  back  to  the  state  in  which  they 
were  before  (a). 

In  cases  df  relief  upon  grounds  of  public  policy 
the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  is  particeps  criminis 
never  prevails,  the  public  interest  requiring  that 
relief  should  be  given,  and  accordingly  it  is  given 
to  the  public,  through  the  party  complaining  (*)• 
And  the  cases  are  numerous  in  which,  money  paid  for 
an  illegal  purpose,  has  been  decreed  to  be  repaid  (c). 

There  is,  however,  another  class  of  cases,  the 
principle  of  which  seems  recognised  in  the  Treatise 

(a)  1^  Bro.  C- C- 548. 

(6)  9  Ves.  298. 

(c)  Goldsmith  v.  Bruning,  1  £q.  Ab.  89.  Morris  v.  M'CuUock, 
2  Eden,  190,  Axnb.  432.  Neville  v.  Wilkinson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  543. 
Osborne  v.  Williams,  18  Yes.  379. 

c  2 
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In  MiAut  cases  oil  Equity  (a),  in  which  relief  has  been  given  upon  a 
^^^"    ' similar  principle,  though  great  doubt  may  be  enter- 
tained as  to  the  correctness  of  its  application,  .vias. 
where  a  party  does  not  come  to  be  relieved  from 
the  effect  of  an  illegal  transaction ;  but  to  obtain, 
through  the  assistance  of  a  court  of  equity,  -dn 
account    of  the   profits   of  it.     Thus   where  the 
plaintiff  had   drawn   a  prize  of  ;£1000  in   an  lit 
legal  lottery  set  up  by  the  defendant,  it  was  ob- 
j,ectejd  that  thqre  could  be  no  relief  in  equity,  ^the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  being  equal  offenders,  as  two 
,  pirates  or  gamesters  (i) }  Lord  Harcourt,  however, 
thought  the  offences  not  equal,  and  that  the  act  of 
parliament  ought  not  to  shelter  the  defendant  from 
giving  satisfaction.     Accordingly,   as  the  lot  was 
made  up  of  two  houses,  valued  at  ^800,  and  a  silver 
cistern,  valued  at  J200,  he  decreed  the  houses  should 
be  taken  at  that  value,  though  they  were  only  worth 
£600^  because  the  adventurers  might  have  resorted 
to  them,  and  seen  whether  they  were  of  that  value 
or  not  J  but  as  to  the  cistern,  that  never  having 
been  bought  by  the  defendant,  it  was  decreed  that 
jie  should  pay  the  ^200  (c).     Lord  Northington 

(a)  Lib.  1.  c.  4.  s.  6* 

(b)  Mention  is  made  in  several  books  (1  Eden  881.  App.  to 
Clifford's  report  of  the  Southwark  Election.  European  Magazine, 
yol.  2.  36Q,  2  Evang  translatiwi  of  Potbier  S.)  of  a  bill  by  a 
highwayman  against  his  companion  for  an  account  of  his  share  of 
the  plunder.  The  bill>  it  is  said,  having  been  reported  scandalous 
and  impertinent,  was  dismissed,  the  solicitor  fined  50/.  and  the 
counsel  who  signed  it  ordered  to  pay  the  costs.  This  account 
however  was  not  supported  upon  a  search  at  the  office. 

(c)  Mince  v.  Peters,  Harg.  MSS.  No.  112.  p.  86. 
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like^se   upon   a  bill   alleging    an   agreement    to  In  whdi  cases 

carry  on  the  game  of  E  O,  and  a  contribution  for  ^^°"  ^  ' 

that  purpose,  was  of  opinion  that  relief  ought  to  be 
givdn,  and  directed  an  issue,  to  try,  whether  the 
alleged  agreement  had  been  entered  into  {a).  So 
also  Lm^d  Rosslyn  was  of  opinion,  that  both  smug- 
gling transactions,  and  illegal  dealings  in  stock, 
might  be  brought  into  account;  and  actually  de** 
creed  an  account  of  the  profits  of  a  partnership  to 
be  jointly  concerned  in  illegal  insurances  {h).  These 
determinations  are  extremely  questionable,  and 
the  last  has  been  expressly  overruled,  by  Sir  W. 
GiUiit  (c). 

*  The.doctrine  upon  the  subject  of  relief  from  petial-  Relief 
ties  has  thus  been  stated  by  Lord  Thurlow :  "Where  f^?i"eand 
a  penalty  is  inserted  merely  to  secure  the  enjoyment  penalties. 
of  a  collateral  object,  the  enjoyment  of  the  object  is 
considered  as  the  principal  intent  of  the  deed,  and 
the  penalty  only  is  accessional,  and  to  secure  the 
dlEimage  really  incurred  (rf)/'    But  where  the  parties, 
instead  of  securing  the  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment by  a  penalty,  have  fixed  upon  a  certain  sum 
By  way  of  liquidated  damages,  to  be  paid  in  the 
event  of  the  non-performance  of  the  agreement,  a 
court  of  equity  (except  in  certain  cases  of  waste, 
which  will  be  noticed  heteafter),  refuses  to  interfere 
in  restraining  the  recovery  of  such  damages  (e). 


(a)  Naah  v.  Ash,  1  Eden,  378. 

{h)  Watts  V.  Bullas,  3  Ves.  612. 

(c)  Knowles  v.  Haughton^  11  Ves.  168. 

{d)  Sloman  w.  Walter,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  419. 

(e)  A  difficulty  frequently  occuris  in  thuse  cascj^,  in  determining 
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Intxihat cases      Upon  these  principles,  conrts  of  equity  inter- 
^^^^  pose   to  restrain  proceedings   at  law  for  the   re- 

covery of  penalties  {a).  But  where  a  forfeiture  had 
happened  under  a  by-law  of  a  corporation,  which 
provided  that  members  should  receive  notice  of  de- 
fault in  paying  a  call,  and  incur  the  forfeiture  by 
non-payment  ten  days  after  the  notice  sent.  Sir  W, 
'Orant  refused  to  relieve,  though  the  lapse  arose 
frofti  ignorance  of  the  call,  from  accident^  circum^ 
stances,  and  absence  from  town  when  the  notice 
was  sent.  He  mentioned  a  case  in  Ireland,  of  a 
person  who,  after  having  paid  some  instalments  on 
a  lease,  neglected  to  make  a  further  payment,  and 
forfeited  the  instalments  he  had  paid  (ft).  And  though 

whether  the  sum  specified  In  the  agreement  should  be  considered 
in  the  nature  of  liquidated  damages,  as  in  Ponsonby  v.  Adams, 
6  Bro.  P.  C.  417.  Ed.  Toml.  vol.  2.  431.  Rolfe  ».  Peterson, 
ib.  470.  Roy  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort^  2  Atk.  190.  Lowe  v.  Peers, 
4  Burr.  2229.  Fletcher  v.  Dyche,  2  T.  R.  52.  and  semble.  Cock  ih 
Richards,  10  Ves.  429.  Barton  v.  Glover,  1  Holt,  43.  Or  penalty, 
as  in  Sloman  ».  Walter,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  418.  Hardy  v.  Martin,  1 
Cox,  26.  Astley  v.  Weldon,  2  B.  &  P.  346.  Smith  v.  Dickenson, 
3  B.  &  P.  630.  Harrison  v.  Wright,  13  East,  343.  Wilbeam  v. 
Ashton,  1  Camp.  78.  It  is  difficult  to  lay  down  any  general 
principle  upon  this  subject;  it  is,  however,  clear,  that  if  a  certain 
damage  less  than  the  sum,  is  made  payable  upon  the  face  of  the 
same  instrument^  it  should  then  be  construed  to  be  a  penalty: 
.  so  also  where  articles  contain  covenants  for  the  performance  of 
several  things,  and  then  one  large  sum  is  stated  at  the  end,  to  be 
paid  upon  breach  of  performance ;  but  the  argument,  that  if  the 
sum  would  be  disproportionately  large  as  liquidated  damages,  it 
should  be  taken  to  be  a  penalty,  though  according  to  the  natural 
construction  of  the  words  it  should  seem  to  be  damages,  has  been 
exploded. 

{a)  1  Fonb.  5thEd.l53. 

(h)  Sparks  v.  Liverpool  Water-works  Ccmipany,  13  Ves.  428. 
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reUi^  ^a^  sometimes,  been  given  against  the  for-  in  tphat  cases 

feiture  of  a  covenant  for  a  renewal  (a),  which  in  ^  ^  ^  ' 

IrjBland:  formed  a  distinct  head  of  local  equity  (i), 
yet  the;  iucliq^tion  of  the.  courts  is  to  the  contrary, 
u^^s  the.  right  has  been  forfeited  in  consequence 
of  fraud,  ap^dent,  mistake,  or  any  siipilar  equity  (c). 
,.  A  common  instance  of  this  species  of  relief^  is  Forfeiture 
that  which  is  given  against  a  clause  of  re-entry  foi^ment  of  rent, 
fton-payment  of  rent.    This  has  been  a  ground  of 
equitable  interference  from  the  earliest  times, ,  and 
there  has  been  a  parUamentary  recognition  pf  .Oie 
4octriue  by  the  st-  4  Geo.  2.  c  28.  b*  2  &  3.  ?yhich> 
limiting  the  time  within  which  such  relief  is  to.  b,e 
^iyen  tfQ  six  months,  permits  the  tenant  to  pay  into 
court  at  any  time  before  the  trial  of  an  ejectment. 

There  is  a  case  ia  the  Hargrave  MSS.  in  which  Lord  Harcourt 
relieved  a  member  of  a  benefit  society  against  a  forfeiture  incurred  s 
by  neglecting  to  pay  the  weekly  instalments ;  but  the  reasoning 
of  Sir  W.  Grant  is  so  conclusive  and  satisfactory,  that  it  is  probable, 
if  the  question  should  ever  be  agitated  again^  that  his  decision 
^ould  be  adhered  to. 

{a)  Rawstone  v,  Bentley,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  415. 

(6)  0*Neil  V,  Jones,  1  Ridg.  170.  Kane  t;.  Hamilton,  ib.  180. 
fiateman  ».  Murray,  ib.  187.  Boyle  v.  Lysaght,  ib.  184.  S.  C. 
Vern.  &  Scriv.  135.  Magrath  v.  Lord  Muskerry,  ib.  166.  S.  C. 
1  Ridgw.  463.  Jackson  v.  Saunders,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  443.  2  Dow. 
437.  Lennon  v.  Napper,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  682.  Magrane  v,  Archbold^ 
1  Dow.  109.  Earl  of  Momitnorris  t>.  White,  2  ib.  459.  Barrett  v. 
Burke,  5  ib.  1.  Keating  v.  Sparrow,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  367.  Jessop  v. 
King,  2  ib.  81.     Barrett  v.  Pearson,  ib.  189. 

(c)  Allen  V.  Hilton,  1  Fonb.  452.  5th  Ed.  Bayley  v,  Corporar 
tion  of  Leominster,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  529.  Baynham  v.  Guy's  Hos- 
pital, 3  Yes.  295.  Eaton  v.  Lyon,  ib.  690.  City  of  London  v. 
Mitford,  14  Yes.  4L 
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Ifiivtai'cas^^^^^^  arid  cbs^s,^  aild^^prtiviidei  that  all 

S^^"}^. :        further  proceedings  shall  thereupon  cease.  ^ 

Formerly,  when  only  one  breach  could  be  assigned, 
and  a  verdict  had  been  found  for  the  penalty,  if  that 
breach  was  the  non-payment  of  rent,  and  the  plaintiff 
at  law,  upon  a  bill  filed  to  be  relieved  against  it,' 
alleged  that  there  were  Other  breaches,  an  issue  was 
directed  to  ascertain  whether  there  had  been  a  breach 
of  any  of  those  covenants  against  which  a  court  of 
eijtiity  ^ill  not  relieve.  'This  circuitous  course  of 
proceeding,  it  is  said,  attracted  the  attention  of  the 
legislature,  and  occasioned  the  statute  of  8  &  9 
W.  8.  c.  11.  by  which  a  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  assign  a^^ 
many  breaches  as  he  pleases^  and  the  jury  to  assess 
separate  -damages  on  such  as  are  proved  («).  In 
cases  of  this  nature  if  the  form  of  the  declaration  be 
such,  that  the  breaches  upon  which  the  plaintiff  in- 
tends to  rely  do  not  appear,  the  defendant  may 
obtain,  by  a  judge's  order,  a  particular  of  thefA. 
But,  though  this  particular  precludes  the  plaintiff 
from  proceeding  upon  any  breach  not  contained  in 
it,  yet  it  does  not  impose  upon  him  the  necessity,' 
after  proving  one  breach,  to  proceed  upon  the 
others  (b).  The  consequence  is,  that  where  the 
breach  is  the  non-payment  of  rent,  a  court  of  equity 
compels  a  landlord  to  go  on  and  prove  some  other 
breach,  or  else  relieves  from  the  forfeiture  (c). 
Thus,  where  a  tenant,  having  omitted  to  move  for  a 
particular  of  the  breaches,  suffered  judgment  by  de- 

(a)  2  Price,  219. 

{b)  lOVes.  70.    3V.  &B.  24. 

(c)  3  V.  &  B.  30.    Davis  v.  West,  12  Ves.  475. 
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fault,  and  thesis  filed  a  bill,  alleging  that  hehdd^/np>hai^iD^ 
committed  no  other  breach  of  the  covenant,  excepjl;  ^^  ^^'  v 
the  non-payment  of  rent,  an  issue  was  directed  (a). 
But  in  another  case,  where  t;here  had  beeii. a  verdict- 
upon  a  breach  as  to  the  mode  of  cultivation ;  and 
the  landlord  by  his  answer  stated,  that  he  had  been 
prepared  at  the  trial  to  prove  every  bt^ach:  ff/.^^pt 
venant  of  which  the  tenant  might  have  been  %pi}ty/ 
and  could  have  proved  breaches  against  which  ^the 
court  would  not  relieve ;  that  he  was  going  intp  ' 

evidence  with  that  view,  but  that  the  judge  at  the 
trial  interfered  upon  the  first  breach  as  sufficient. 
Lord  Eldon,  without  determining  whqther  relief, 
could  be  given  upon  the  breach  on  which  the  land-  . 
lord  did  recover,  observed,  that  if  he  granted  an  in- 
junction, he  should  merely  send  the  parties  to  try 
other  breaches,  of  which,  if  the  answer  was  true, 
the  defendant  had  abundant  proof,  and  accordingly 
refused  it  (6). 

This  relief  is  granted  upon  the  principle  that  com-  Forfeiture 
pensation  is  made  to  the  landlord  by  the  payment  of  Qovenants 
the  rent  with  interest ;  a  doctrine  contradicted  by  *®  repair,  &c. 
general  experience,  and  often  found  fault  with  as  im- 
perfect and  unjust  (c).     Lord  Northington  appears, 
by  analogy  to  it,  to  have  been  gf  opinion,  that  the 
court  might  relieve,  where  a  tenant  had  committed  a 
forfeiture  by  cutting  down  timber  (rf).     It  is,  how- 
ever, scarcely  necessary  to  remark,  how  extremely 
inadequate  pecuniary  compensation  must  generally 

(a)  Wadman  v.  Calcraft,  10  Ves.  67. 

(b)  Lovat  V.  Lord  Ranelagh,  3  V.  &  B.  24. 

(c)  16  Ves.  405.    18  Ves.  61.    2  Price,  216.    19  Ves.  140. 

(d)  Northcote  v.  Duke,  2  Eden,  322.  S.  C.  Amb.  611. 
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*'*^«w^  h^in  wdb  Ik  case  J  an4  it  ia  prijjbftbli^,  if  the  .question 

is  ever  maturely  c<MQisidere4  t^4t(a.xoDtYaj?y4eter- 


^«^Btn9H 


xpajaatkm  will  be  adopted.  .  ^ 

But*  where  it  is  clear  that  the  ^yenanfc  is.  of  such 
a  nature  that  a  court  of  equity  cannpt  aii^^e  a  com- 
p^naatioa  fbt  the  h^reacb  of  it  ^  as  in  breaches 
of  covenants  mt  U>  assign  without  licence  (a\  or  to 
keep  the  premiss  insured  (b\  relief  will  not  be 
giv»nj  against  the  penalty.  Considerable  discus- 
tdon  also  has  takcfx  place  how  far  the  court 
would  Teliieve  agftinst  a  forfeiture  for  hi^each  of  a 
QOTieoant  ta  repair  *  In  the  c^se  of  Sanders  t?«  Pope  (c), 
Lord^£r8kine>  upon  the  authority  of  a  determina- 
tion*  oi  Lord  Macclesfield  (d)^  expressed  a  strong 
opinion  in  favour  Qf  the  equitable  interposition ;  but 
the  doctrine,  after  full  and  elaborate  discussion,  has 
been  established  to  the  contrary  (e\  The  sapie  de-^ 
termination  would  consequently  be  made  with  jtc* 
spect  to  the  breach  of  a  covenant  to  build;  though 
the  authorities  are  conflicting,  as  to  the  power  to 
decree  a  specific  performance  in  such  case  (/)» 
iBjundions  As  courts  of  equity  on  the  one  hand  interpose  to 
of  specific*'^^  restrain  the  recovery  of  penalties,  the  principles  of 
performance,  equal  justice  require  on  the  other,  that  they  should 

enforce  the  specific  performance  of  the  act  agreed 

(a)  Wafer  o.  Mocatto,  1  Salk.  156.  2  Venu  594.  1  £q.  Ab«  108* 

(b)  Rolfe  V.  Harris,  2  Price,  206.  n.  Reynolds  v,  Pitt,  ib.  21% 
6.  C.    19  Ves.  134.    White  v*  Warner,  2  Meriv.  459. 

(c)  12Ve8,282, 

(cf)  Hack  V.  Leonard,  9  Mod.  91 . 

(f)  Hill  V.  Barclay,  16  Ves.  402.  IS  Yes.  56.  Bracebridge  v» 
Buckley,  2  Price,  200.  Sed  vide  Hannam  v.  South  London  Water* 
works  Company,  2  Meriv.  67*  n. 

(y)  There  are  two  instances  of  specific  performance  decreed  of 
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ta  be  done,  or  restifaio  fmm  Ae  doing  of  tbtt  wkiA  Mmkat^aum 
it'Wte  agreed  should  not  be  done  (a).  "  ^^ 

Iiytmcfions  in  the  nature  of  Speci/k:  Perfbrmame^ 
are  usually  of  two  kinds.  1st.  Where  granted  on 
the  application  of  the  landlord,  to  restrain  the  te* 
ii$mty  from  a  violation  of  some  eovenant  contained 
in '  his  lea3e :  the  cases  upon  which  will  be  c(m^ 
sidered  in  a  subsequent  part  of  this  treatises  3dly. 
Where  injunctions  are  granted,  upon  the*  appiiea-> 
tion  of  a  tenant  holding  under  an  agreeitaent<  for 
a  lease,  to  restrain  the  landlord,  from  proceediiig 
agalnat  him  in  ejectment.  This  rdiief  is  gmmted^ 
upon  the  common  equity,  of  the  itenant  being'  em- 
titled  to  the  specific  performance  of  the  agreement, 
by  tiie  e^eution  of  a  lease.  If,  however,  it  appears 
from  the  answer,  that  the  tenant  is  not  entitled  to  a  de- 
cree  fbr  a  specific  performance,  the  injunctiofn  wiU  be 
either  refused,  or  granted  only  upon  his  undertakings 
togive  judgment  in  theejectment^togo  to  commissioa 
and  set  down  the  cause  for  the  ensuing  term;  and 
he  is  at  the  same  time  required  to  pay  the  rent  into 
court.  The  latter  course  was  adopted  in  a  case  where 
Hie  answer  stated  the  insolvency  of  the  temmt,  and 
various  breaches  of  the  agreement  during  five  years 

covenants  to  rebuild^  City  of  London  v,  Nash,  3  Atk.  515.  1  Vei, 
12.  Allen  v,  Harding,  2  Eq.  Ab.  17.  and  in  Moseley  v.  Virgin, 
3  Ves.  184.  Lord  Rosslyn  stated^  that  a  specific  performance  might 
be  decreed.  Lords  Thurlow  and  Kenyon,  on  die  other  hand, 
have  pronounced  a  contrary  opinion.  Errington  v.  Aynesley, 
^  Bro.  C.  C.  343.  Lucas  v.  Comerford,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  166.  1  Yes. 
jun.  235.  That  a  covenant  to  repair  cannot  be  specifically  per* 
formed,  vide  Rayner  v.  Stone,  2  Eden,  128.  Flint  t;.  Brandon, 
S  Yes.  159. 

(a)  1  Fonb.  5th  Ed.  153. 
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J^^H^cas^i  p6ssessiori(a).      In  a  subsequent  case  the  injunc- 
^       ,  •        tion  was  refused,  upon  the  ground  of  insolvency  in 

the  tenant,  and  the  fact  of  his  having  injured  the 
premises  (J).  And  it  has  been  repeatedly  stated  by 
Lord  Eldon,  that  if  an  agreement  contains  covenants, 
which  must  be  inserted  in  the  lease  if  the  agreement 
be  specifically  performed ;  if  they  are  pf  that  nature 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  relieve  against  a 
forfeiture  for  the  breach  of  them,  and  the  tenant 
fias  committed  breaches,  an  injunction  will  not 
Ije  '  granted  (c).  It  would  indeed  be  nugatory  to 
donlpel  the  execution  '  of  a  lease,  which  the  les- 
soi"  might  immediately  determine  by  an  ejectment 
ftff  breach  of  a  covenant,  against  which  no  re- 
lief could  be  had  in  equity.  It  appears  also,  that 
even  if  the  agreement  contained  no  clause  of  re- 
entry, yet  if  the  court  saw  a  gross  case  of  waste, 
or  of  breaches  of  covenants  which  could  not  well  be 
indemnified  at  law,  that  it  would  refuse  to  inter- 
pose {d).  But,  on  the  other  hand,  if  the  landlord 
has  done  any  act  which  would  amount  to  a  waiver 
of  the  forfeiture,  the  court  decreeing  a  specific  per- 
formance, would  not  allow  him  to  take  advantage  of 
the  fact,  that  the  lease  bore  date  before  it  was  actually 
made ;  and  exclude  the  tenant  from  the  benefit  of 
fhose  circumstances,  which  constitute  a  waiver  of 
the  forfeiture  at  law(e). 
Account.  Another  ordinary  head  of  equitable  jurisdiction  is 

(a)  Boardman  v,  Mostyn,  6  Ves.  467« 

(b)  Buckland  v.  Hall,  8  Yes.  93. 

(c)  1  V.  &  B,  72.    3  V.  &  B.  so. 

(d)  Gourlay  v.  Duke  of  Somerset,  1  V.  &  B.  68. 

(e)  lb.  73. 
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«that  of  Account,  upon  which  courts  of  law  beqiig  Intch(tt^iw 
unable  to  afford  so  complete  a  remedy  as  courts  of  ^^  ' 
equity,  a  concurrent,  and  in  some  respects  an  exclu- 
sive, jurisdiction  has  been  assumed  by  the  latter  (a)* 
Thus  wherever  it  appears  from  the  nature  of  the 
transactions,  that  a  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  an  aQ; 
count,  the  court  considers  this  as  a  sufficient  ground 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  pro- 
ceeding in  a  claim,  the  correctness  of  which  qanjif^t^ 
be  ascertained,  till  the  account  has  been  tak^n : .  ^» 
in  a  case  where  there  had  beei^  dealings  bejtweeii 
a  landlord  and  tenant,  so  extensive  as  to  produce  an 
account  too  complicated  to  be  taken  at  law,  and 
the  landlord  had  brought  an  ejectment  for  non- 
payment of  rent,  it  was  holden,  that  the  tenant 
might  file  a  bill,  before  judgment  at  law,  for  an 
account,  and  to  have  the  balance  applied  to  the 
rent  claimed  to  be  due,  without  bringing  in  the  rent 
under  the  statute  (i).  But  where  the  subject  is 
merely  matter  of  set  off,  and  capable  of  proof  at  law, 
a  bill  for  an  account  will  not  lie  (c) ;  and  accord- 
ingly in  a  recent  case,  where  a  bill  by  a  tenant  to 
restrain  proceedings  at  law  for  rent,  alleged  an 
agreement,  under  which  the  landlord  was  indebted 
more  than  the  amount  of  the  rent ;  this  being  merely 
a  legal  set  off,  a  demurrer  was  allowed  (d).  The 
court  of  Exchequer,  however,  have  determined,  that 
a  bill  for  an  account  and  an  injunction,  was  not  de- 

i 

(fl)  Ex  parte  Bax,  2  Ves.  388.    Bateman  v.  Willoe,  1  Sch.  & 
Lef.  205.  Corporation  of  Carlisle  v,  W^ilson,  12  Ves.  279. 
{b)  O'Connor  v.  Spaight,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  805. 
(e)  Dinwiddie  v.  Bailey,  6  Ves.  186. 
(d)  Townrow  v.  Benson,  8  Madd.  Rep.  203* 


Ih;    'ini  f. 
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In  iohat4!am  iimii»ible»  oo  the  groutid  that  the  plaintiff  in  eqmt)?> 
^^^^  rtattng^a  balance  to  have  been  acknowledged  in  im 

&mmr9  might  have  pleaded  it  at  law  on  notice  of 
set  off:  and  it  appeaors  to  have  been  admitted^  that 
it  is  sufficient  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an.  in- 
junction^  that  the  plaintiff  should  state  in  his  biH 
and  affidavit,  that  an  unsettled  account  subsists  , be- 
.  tweenrthe  parties^  and  that  the  defendant  would  be 
ihmd  indebted  to  him  on  such  account,  in  a  gre^ater 
Bumtbltn  hd  is  proceeding  for  (a). 
I  Thefollowing question^  at  one  time  /caused  ccw- 
sidei^ble.  difficulty^  viz*  whether^,  where  there  were 
p0i:t9#i%  and  a*  sepatate.  creditor  took  a  moiety  oS 
j^e.<^h«tt€d$.in  execution,  he  might  call  for  a.  sale, 
asi4  take  a  moiety  of  the  money  arising  from  it  ^  or 
whether  the  court  would  force  upon  him  the  whole 
account  of  the  partnership,  and  permit  him  only  t^ 
take  that  interest  which  the  partner,  his  debtor^ 
would  have  been  entitled  to  after  the  account  ?  This 
subject,  which  had  been  noticed  be&re(&),  received 
a  very'  elaborate  discussion  in  a  case  in  the  £x« 
chequer  (c),  where  the  doctrine,  whidbi  h^  sinde  been 
adopted  {d)^  was  laid  ^down  as  follows :  Whether  the 
partner  for  valuable  consideration  sells  his  interest 
in  the  partnership,  or  his  representatives  take  it 
upon  his  death,  or  a  creditor  takes  it  in  execution, 

(a)  Wattleworth  v.  Pitchdr,  2  Price,  46. 

(i)  Richardson  v.  Gooding,  2  Vern.  293.  West  ».  Skip,  1  Ves. 
2S9.  Fox  V.  Hanbury,  Cowp.  445.  Hankey  o.  Garrett,  E  Bro. 
C.  C.  457.    1  Ves.  jun.  2S6. 

(c)  Taylor  v.  Field,  4  Ves.  396.    15  Ves.  559.  n. 

(d)  Barker  v.  Goodair,  11  Ves.  78.  Young  v.  Keighly»  15  Ves. 
SSI*    Dutton  o.  Monsiton,  17  Ves.  193. 
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or  assigneeis'tijidef  h  eommi^ion^  the  paarty^  coming  Ininhntt^gpt 
in  the  right  of  1;he  piartiier,  takes  nothing  tno»tliali  ^^" 
an  interest  in  the  partnership,  which  is  not  tangiUe, 
and  c^tinot  be  made  available,  except  under  an 
account  between  the  partnership  and  the  pitrtner* 
The  creditor  will  accordingly  be  restrained  froih 
proceedii^g,  until  such  acicbunt  has  been  t£^en«  ' 

Another  instance  of  interposifion  a^ain^'tfae  pr«-»  injunctions 
secution  rf  a  legal  right,  is,  ^here  there  has^ftieeii  against  cre- 
a  decree  for  the  admlnistraition  efP  as^etn^    The  de«  decree  for 
cree,  is  considered  in  equity,  in  the  nature  df  ii  ^®  *^"  ^ 

^        VI    1  J*.  ^    %         A         4j*  nistration  of 

ludgment  for  au  the  c^r^itor^,  and  th^refore^  ifisiib*  assets, 
sequent  to  it,  a  bond  dreiditor  stie^  lilt  law,  the  couft,  ift 
the  assertion  of  its  jurisdiction^,  will  restrain  him  ir0ih 
proceeding.  Thefirstinstanceofthis,  was  a  determhia^ 
tion  of  Lord  Talbot,  which  was  afterwards  affihned 
by  lUke  'House  of  Lords  on  appeal  (a).  This  relief  is 
f<Aifaded  upon  the^irciimsttoce,  of  the  <5durts  of  4aW 
not  ^taking  notice  of  a  decree  in  equity,  which  there* 
f<M-e  compels  thetn^  in  stippoit  c£  their  jurisdietidn^ 
to  establish  their  decrees  by  injunction.  It  was 
at  first  only  granted,  upon  bill  filed  against  tiie 
creditor  praying  an  injunction ;  but  ah  iteration 
was  introduced  by  Lord  Rosslyn  (b)  (which  though 
disapproved  of  (c)  has  been  sanctioned  by  subse- 
quent practice),  by  which  the  court  permits  this 
order,  after  notice  given  to  the  creditor,  to  be  ob- 
tained upon  motion.     It  is  granted  dther  at  the  ap- 

(a)  Morrice  o.  The  Bank  of  England,  For.  217*  affirmed  on  ap* 
peal,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  287. 

(b)  Cleverley  v.  Cleverley,  cit.  8  Ves.  521. 

(c)  8  Ves.  620. 
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In  wA<«  ca^  plication  of  the  executor  or  administrator  (a),  or  of 
^^  the  heir  (J),    or  of  another  creditor  (c);   and  the 

court  will  extend  the  injunction  to  stay  triaU 
without  the  affidavits  required  in  ordinary  cases  (cQ. 
But,  if  the  executor  has  so  pleaded,  that  th^  plain- 
tiff at  law,  if  he  should  falsify  the  plea».  would  be  en- 
titled to  a  judgment  de  bonis  proprm{e\  or  to  a 
judgment  de  bonis  testatoris  et  si  non  de  propriis^  and 
costs  de  bonis propriis(J),  the  court  will  notinterpose* 
In  a  case,  however,  where  the  executors  had  obtained 
time  to  plead,  and  after  the  decree  suffered  judgmenf; 
to  go  by  default,  Lord  Eldon  granted  the  motion^, 
considering  the  executors  suffering  judgmeijit  ^  go 
by  default,  to  be  nothing  more  than  their,  saying  that 
they  were  ready  to  do,  whatever  a  coui?t  of  law  gj 
equity  might  think  proper  (jg).  i  ^  ^ 

Hie  ground  of  this  jurisdiction,  is,  the  cir^uio^  ■, 
stance  of  the  court  having  taken  the  fund:  into  its^ 
own  hands.    As  this  can  only.be  done  by  .the  opQfap,, 
tion  of  a  decree,  the  court;  ^^  ^^  ^^  instance  vaj;^T> 

it.. 

(a)  Morrice  i.  Book  oi^  England,  si^.  Doug^  o.  Oay,  1  Di^ 
S93.  Goate  o.  Fryer,  3.  Bro.  C.  C.  23.  2  Cox,  201.  ICenyon  «. 
Worthington,  2  Dick.  668.  Paxton  v.  Douglas,  8  Yes.  520. 
Terrewest  r.  Featherby,  2  Meriv.  480.    Brook  v.  Skinner,  ib/ 

481.  n. 

(6)  Martin  v.  Martin,  1  Ves.  211, 

(c)  Brooks  V.  Reynolds,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  189.  2  Dick.  603.  Hard- 
castle  V.  Chettle,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  163.    Dyer  v,  Kearsley,  2  Meriv, 

482.  n.     Cox  o.  King,  ib. 

{d)  Goate  v.  Fryer,  sup.    Kenyon  v,  Worthington,  sup. 

(e)  Brook  v.  Skinner,  sup. 

(/)  Terrewest  v.  Featherby,  sup. 

is)  ^7^^  w.  Kearsley,  sup. 


i 
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pOse  before  decree  (a);  a  mere  decree  for  an  acMunt  In'^hil'dabsii' 
of  the  demand  bf  a  creditor,  and  of  the  personal  ^^  ^^  ' 
estate  dome  to  the  hands  of  the  executor,  with  a 
direction  for  payment  out  of  the  result  of  the  ac- 
cotint;  is  not  a  decree  to  prevent  the  executors  from 
paying  a  judgment :  there  must  be  a  report  andjinal 
dfedree  upon  it  (b). 

If  the  action  has  been  commenced  before  the  bill 
filed,  the  creditor  will  be  at  liberty,  upon  discon- 
tinuing the  action,  to  prove  the  costs  as  a  debt  under 
the  decree  (c) ;  and,  until  notice,  the  party  seeking 
to  restrain  the  creditor,  must  pay  the  costs  occasioned 
by-titit  having  given  notice,  and  suffering  the  cre- 
dited to  gio  on :  but  after  notice  the  creditor  has  no 
costs  (rf).  And,  in  one  case,  where  a  creditor  who 
had  after  a  decree,  brought  in  an  affidavit  of  debts 
before  the  Master,  but  upon  notice  being  given  that 
it  would  be  disputed,  afterwards  brought  an  action ; 
he  would  have  been  made  to  pay  the  costs  of  the 
application,  had  it  not  been  for  the  laches  of  the  other 
party  (e). 

As  this  practice  is  liable  to  considerable  abuse,  a 
rule  has  been  laid  down,  that  an  injunction  shall 
never  be  granted,  without  an  affidavit  by  the  executor' 
stating  what  money  he  has  in  his  hands  (jT),  and  Lord 
Eldon  has  observed,  that  there  is  no  application 

(a)  Anon.  cit.  1  Ves.  213.    Rush  v.  Higgs,  4?  Ve8.638. 
(A)  Perry  v.  Phelips,  10  Ves,  S4, 

(c)  Goate  v.  Fryer,  sup. 

(d)  Paxton  v.  Douglas,  8  Ves.  521.  Dyer  v.  Kearsley,  2  Meriv. 
482.  n. 

(e)  Hardcastle  v.  Chettle,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  163. 

(/)  Cleverlcy  v.  Cleverley,  sup.    Pdxton  v.  Douglas,  ib.  ^ 
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In  xvhat  cases  which  he  would  sooner  listen  to,  than  that  of  a 
granted.        person  complaining  of  the  least  delay :  "  in  these 

cases,"  his  Lordship  observed,  "  the  plaintiff  gene- 
rally favours  the  defendant ;  the  practice  is  for  a  fa- 
vourite creditor  to  file  a  bill,  and  snap  a  decree,  and 
one  solicitor  is  concerned  for  all  parties.     But  it  is 
his  duty  to  make  the  defendant  set  out  what  he  has 
in  his  hands ;  for  if  he  becomes  insolvent,  and  an 
opportunity  appears  to  have  been  lost,  that  solicitor 
would  stand  in  great  peril  before^ this  court  (fl).'* 
Injunction         A  court  of  equity  also,  in  the  necessary  support 
against  ac-     ^f  j^g  jurisdiction,  holds,  that  irregularity  in  the 
gularly  exe-  execution  of  its  process,  can  only  be  punished  by 
procMs  of     itself,  and  accordingly  will  not  suffer  a  person  to  be 
the  court  of  sued  at  law  for  irregularly  executing  its  process  (b). 
Thus,  where  a  plaintiff  had  improperly  executed  an 
attachment.  Lord  Bathurst,  upon  the  defendant  af- 
terwards bringing  an  action  for  false  imprisonment, 
granted  an  injunction,  on  the  ground  that  the  court 
would  punish  its  own  officer  (c). 
Injunction         Where  a  plaintiff  is  proceeding  both  at  law  and  in 
after  j)laintiff  equity,  the  defendant  may  by  a  motion  of  course  (rf), 
to  proceed     compel  him  to  elect  in  which  court  he  will  sue  j 
in  equity.      ^^^  .£.  j^^  qIqqi^  to  proceed  in  equity,  the  proceed- 
ings at  law  are,  by  that  order,  stayed  by  injunc- 


(fl)  8  Ves.  522. 

(b)  Bailey  v.  Devereux,  1  Vem.  269. 

(c)  May  V.  Hook,  cit.  2  Dick.  619. 

(d)  Vaughan  v.  Welsh,  Mose,  210.  Anon.  ib.  304.  2  Madd.  281 
1  Sch.  &  Lef.  176.    Rees  x>.  Parkinson,  2  Anstr.  497. 


TO  STAY  PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW.  9S 

tion  (a).    The  motion  to  put  a  plaintiff  to  his  elec-  ^^  «»*«^  c^*^ 

tion  being  without  notice,  if  it  is  obtained  upon  a ' 

false  allegation  that  the  suits  are  for  the  same  matter, 
and  the  plaintiff  comes  to  discharge  that  order,  if 
the  court  has  no  difficulty  in  determining  the  matter, 
it  does  not  refer  it  to  the  Master ;  if  otherwise,  the 
reference  is  made  to  inquire  whether  they  are  not 
for  the  same  matter,  and,  in  the  mean  time,  all 
proceedings  are  stayed  in  both. 

The  plaintiff  cannot  be  put  to  his  election  be- 
fore answer  (i) ;  nor,  if  exceptions  are  taken,  can  the 
defendant  move  (c) ;  and  it  is  irregular  in  the  defend- 
ant to  obtain  the  order  before  the  time  for  filing  ex- 
ceptions is  expired  (rf).  If  a  plea  is  put  in  the  defend- 
ant cannot  move  till  the  plea  is  decided  upon  (e)  (f). 

(a)  There  is  an  old  case,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  restrained 
from  proceeding  in  his  action  at  law  without  being  put  to  his 
election,  on  the  ground  of  his  having  J^r^^  proceeded  in  equity. 
Bill  V.  Body,  Gary,  70. 

{b)  Anon.  1  Ves.  jun.  91. 

(c)  TiUotson  V.  Ganson^  1  Vern.  103.  Jones  v.  Lord  Strafford, 
3  P.  W.  90. 

(d)  Brown  v.  Poyntz,  3  Madd.  24.  Anon.  3  P.  W.  90.  If  he 
elects  to  proceed  at  law  the  bill  is  dismissed  with  costs,  ib. 

(e)  Ib.  Boydw.  Heinzelman,  1  V.  &  B.  381.  Mouseley  v.  Bas- 
nett,  ib.  383.  n.     Mills  i?.  Fry,  3  V.  &  B.  9. 

{J^  There  was  a  practice  formerly,  which  is  said  to  have  been 
common  in  Lord  Chancellor  Bromley's  time,  but  which  was  checked 
by  Lord  EUesmere,  and  finally  abolished  by  Lord  Bacon,  viz.  of 
granting  injunctions  merely  upon  priority  of  suit.  Vide  Kidnere 
o.  Harrison,  Gary,  68.  Lord  Bacon,  in  his  speech  on  taking  his  place 
in  Ghancery,  as  an  instance  of  this  abuse,  mentioned  a  case  where 
the  bill  only  contained  the  following  words :  <<  My  Lord,  the  bill 
came  in  on  Monday,  and  the  arrest  at  common  law  was  on  Tues- 
day: I  pray  the  injunction  upon  priority  of  suit."    He  added,  that 
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In  tohat  cases 
granted. 

After  de- 
cree plaintiff 
in  equity  re- 
strained 
from  pro- 
ceeding at 
law. 

Exception 
in  the  case 
ofmort-  ' 
gagee. 


In  like  manner,  after  a  decree  the  court  will, 
at  the  application  of  the  defendant,  restrain  the 
plaintiff  from  proceeding  at  law  for  the  same  mat- 
ter, even  without  bill  filed  by  the  defendant  for 
that  purpose,  it  being  a  contempt  to  proceed  at 
law,  after  the  subject  of  the  cause  has  been  at- 
tached in  a  court  of  equity  ((z). 

The  case  of  a  mortgagee  is  an  exception  to  this 
rule,  as  he  has  a  right  to  proceed  on  his  mortgage 
in  equity  and  upon  his  bond  at  law  at  the  same 
time.  But  as  the  mortgagee  can  have  nothing,  but 
on  condition  of  reconveyance,  and  giving  up  the 
title  deeds,  the  mortgagor  will  not  be  obliged  to 
pay  the  money  upon  the  bond,  if  there  is  any  dan- 
ger of  his  not  getting  back  his  title  deeds  j  there- 
fore, where  a  mortgagee  had  lodged  the  title  deeds 
with  an  attorney,  who  claimed  a  lien  upon  them, 
Lord  Redesdale  restrained  the  mortgagee  from 
proceeding  at  law  upon  his  collateral  security  (J); 
and  his  Lordship  mentioned  a  case,  where  a  mort- 
gagee died  without  any  heir  that  could  be  disco- 
vered, and  the  court  restrained  the  executor  from 
proceeding  at  law  to  compel  payment  of  the  money, 
there  being  no  heir  who  could  re-convey.  The 
money  was  ordered  into  court  until  the  executor 
could  find  the  heir,  and  the  cause  remained  some 
years   in  court,  until  it  was  at  last  thought  worth 

Jie  did  not  mean  to  make  it  a  matter  of  a  horse  race,  who  shall 
be  first  in  Westminster  HaU,  and  accordingly  afterwards  abolished 
it  by  his  13th  ordinance. 

(a)  Mocher  v.  Reed,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  318.  Wilson  v.  Weather- 
herd,  2  Meriv.  406.    Vide  also  Bell  v.  O'Reilly,  2  Sch.&  Lef.  430. 

(h)  Schoole  v.  Sail,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  176. 
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while,  to  get  an  act  of  parliament  to  revest  the  In^hat cases 
estate  on  an  allegation,  that  the  heir  could  not  be  ^ 


found ;  the  crown  giving  its  consent. 

A  question  has  frequently  been  raised,  whether  Whether  the 
the  court  would  restrain  the  mortgagee  from  suing  rggtrain^a 
at  law  upon  the  bond  after  foreclosurey  where  the  mortgagee 
mortgaged  premises  have  not  been  sufficient  to  pay  q^  ^he  bond 
the  debt :  and  it  has  been  insisted,  that  the  mort-  ^^}^^  ^^'^®" 

cloiure. 

gagee,  by  foreclosing  and  taking  the  pledge,  has 
made  his  election,  and  relinquished  his  right  to  the 
personal  remedy.  The  better  opinion  seems  to  be, 
that,  though  this  proceeding  opens  the  foreclosure  (a), 
yet  the  court  will  not  restrain  the  mortgagee  from 
proceeding  for  the  difference  (b).  This  doctrine 
causes  great  difficulty,  where  the  mortgaged  estate 
has  been  sold  and  conveyed  away.  Lord  Thurlow, 
however,  in  Tooke  v.  Hartley,  (according  to  a  MS. 
note  of  Sir  S*  Rpmilly,  which  was  confirined  by  Lord 
Eldon's  (c)  recollection  of  what  passed  at  the  time,) 
expressly  stated  his  opinion,  that,  whether  the 
estate  had  been  sold  by  the  mortgagee  to  a  stranger, 
or  had  remained  in  the  possession  of  the  mort- 
gagee, there  wa3  no  distinction ;  that  the  mortgagee 
might  equally  proceed  upon  the  personal  security^ 
and  recover  the  difference.  The  point  afterwards 
arose  in  the  case  of  Perry  v.  Barker  (rf),  where, 
after  a  foreclosure  and  sale,  the  mortgagee  brought 
an  action  for  the  difference,  Lord  Eldon,  after  re- 

(a)  Dashwood  o.  Blythway^  1  £q.  Ab.  S17. 
(i)  Aylet  v.  Hill,  2  Dick,  551-    Tooke  v.  Hartley,  2  Bro.  C.  C. 
125.  2  Dick.  785. 
(c)  8Ves.5»l. 
(rf)  8  Ves,  527. 
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In  'what  cases  marking  upon  the  inconsistency  of  admitting  that 

the  foreclosure  was  opened  by  bringing  the  ac- 
tion, and  that  the  action  might  be  for  the  re- 
mainder of  the  money,  yet  in  consequence  of  the 
opinion  of  Lord  Thurlow,  and  as  the  case  had  never 
been  expressly  decided,  granted  an  injunction,  ex- 
tending it  to  stay  trial,  the  plaintiff  paying  the 
money  into  court.  The  cause  afterwards  came  on 
before  Lord  Erskine  (a),  who  was  of  opinion  that 
as  the  action  opened  the  foreclosure,  the  mort- 
gagee ought  to  be  allowed  time  to  get  back  the 
estate  and  tender  a  re-conveyance,  and  that  the  mort- 
gagor was  entitled  to  redeem ;  but  as  the  mortgagee 
had  taken  possession  a  considerable  time  before,  and 
the  balance  was  inconsiderable,  a  perpetual  injunc- 
tion was  decreed. 

Marshalling       Where  a  creditor  has  his  debt  secured  upon  two 

funds,  and  another  only  upon  one  fund,  the  latter 
has  a  right  to  restrain  the  former  from  proceeding 
against  that  fund,  which  is  alone  liable  to  his  debt, 
and  to  compel  him  to  resort  to  the  other  fund  (Jb). 
This  doctrine  was  much  discussed  in  the  cases  re- 
specting the  estates  of  the  American  loyalists  (c), 
which  being  confiscated  subject  to  their  debts,  it 
was  contended  that  a  creditor  ought  to  be  restrained 

{a)  13  Ves.  198. 

(i)  Lanoy  v.  Duke  of  Athol,  2  Atk.  44<6.  Aldrich  v.  Cooper,  8 
Ves.  388. 

(c)  Wright  V.  Nutt,  1  H.  B.  136.  3  Bro.  C.  C.  326.  Kempe  v. 
Antill,  2  Bro,  C.  C.  11.  Peters  v.  Erving,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  52.  Fol- 
liot  V.  Ogden,  1  H.  B.  123.  and  in  error,  3  T.  R.  726.  and  after- 
wards in  the  House  of  Lords,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml^  111.  Dudley 
V.  Folliott,  ib.  584. 
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from  pursuing  the  debtor  personally  here,  till  be  had  In  txihat cases 
applied  to  make  that  property  available  to  the  pay-  ^^^^  ' 
ment  of  the  debt.     In  several  of  the  cases  upon 
the  subject,  Lord  Thurlow,  Lord  Kenyoh,  and  Lord 
Rosslyn  expressed  decided  opinions  in  favour  of  the 
relief  so  prayed,  upon  the  principle,  that  if  it  ap- 
peared, that  there  was  'in  the  hands  of  the  creditor, 
either  possession  of  the  estate  in  fact,  or  the  clear 
means  of  effecting  that  possession,  he  ought  to  be 
called  on  so  to  do ;  or  at  least  the  court  should  inter- 
pose, the  creditor  not  having  the  ppwer,  of  assigning 
to  the  debtor,  those  means,  which  he  had  of  affecting 
the  property.     In  the  last  of  these  cases  the  bill  was 
dismissed  upon  the  particular  circumstances,  as  it 
did  not  appear,  that  the  creditor  had  the  means  of 
making  his  demand  effectual,  against  the  fund  arising 
from  confiscation  (a) ;  Lord  Eldon,  however,  in  a 
most  luminous  judgment,  expressed  his  dissent  from 
the    principles    of  these   opinions ;    his    Lordship 
thought,  that,  as  it  could  not  be  contended,  that 
under  such  circumstances,  the  personal  liability  of 
the  debtor  is  taken  away,  so  it  could  not  be  law, 
that  the  remedies  resulting  out  of  that  liability 
should  be  restrained  by  confining  the  remedies  to 
particular  funds,  or  by  confining  them  altogether 
as  to   the  person,  till  the  creditor  had  recourse, 
not  to  all  the  funds  of  the  debtor,   but  to  some 
of  his  funds,' which  funds  in  the  original  constitution 
of  the  debt,  and  the  transaction  forming  the  relation  ^ 
of  debtor  and   creditor,  the  debtor  did  not  pro- 
pose, nor  the  creditor  receive,  as  the  funds  to  be 

(a)  Wright  v.  Simpson,  6  Ve«.  714. 
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In  what  cases  charged  by  the  contract:  that  considering  it  as  a 

^^^"  ^_' pledge,  if  the  effect  of  the  contract  was,  that  he 

should  have  all  the  remedies  belonging  to  the  nature 
of  a  pledge,  and  also  personal  responsibility,  it  was 
questionable  whether  the  revolution  would  have 
operated,  to  drive  the  creditor  to  the  pledge,  and 
compel  him  to  give  up  the  other  remedy  at  the 
instance  of  the  debtor  j  but  that  the  difficulty  was 
much  enhanced,  when  the  pledge  was  not  given 
to  the  creditor  by  the  contract,  but  thrown  to  him 
by  an  act  not  his  own. 
Sureties.  We  may  here  also  notice  the  circumstances  by 

which  sureties  may  be  discharged  from  their  liabi- 
lities, and  become  entitled  to  the  assistance  of  aeourt 
of  equity  in  restraining  the  creditor  from  proceeding 
against  them.  It  is  well  settled  that  wherever  the 
creditor  by  virtue  of  some  agreement  (not  by  mewly 
remaining  inactive)  gives  time  to  the  principal 
debtor,  he  thereby  discharges  the  surety  (aj);  It!  is 
immaterial  for  this  purpose^  whether  the  surety  has 
by  such  agreement  sustained  any  actual  dama^; 
for  even  if  it  be  manifestly  for  his  benefit,  he  HiriH, 
nevertheless,  be  discharged ;  it  being  sufficient  that 
his  right  to  force  the  principal  to  bring  the  question 
to  an  immediate  determination,  by  which  he  may  be 

discharged  from  his  liability^  has  been  suspended*  by 

■ 

(a)  Nisbet  v.  Smiih,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  579.  Law  to.  East  India  Comr 
pany,  4  Ves.  824-.  Ex  parte  Gifford,  6  Ves.  805.  BeauiDont<  t;. 
Boultbee,  18  Ves.  20.  Bank  of  Ireland  v.  Beresford,  6  Daw^  i8SS. 
Devaynes  v.  Noble,  1  Merir.  530.  (Sleech's  case.)  BowmakiH' ». 
^  Moore,  3  Price,  214.  Samuel  v.  Howarth,  S  Meriv.  272.  lEyre 
V.  Bartrop^  2  Mad.  Bep.  221 . 
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the  act  of  !  th&toreditor ;  and  particularly  as  the  ere-  In  tiokat  cases 
ditor  has  putrit  cdt  of  his  power^  to  have  his  remedy  ^^" 
against  ithe  primsipaL     A  similar  doctrine  holds  with 
(regard  to  bills- of  exohangey  the  parties  upoiQ  which 
.ace'  chargeable  in  different  order^  the  acceptor  being 
'tfirstliaible;  the  endorsers  in  the  order  in  which  they 
tflband  oli  the  billi     The  holder 'may,  at  his  election, 
site  ^ILoit  any  of  the  parties  to  the  bill ;  he  has  the 
-sole*  dominion  over  it,  and  may ^midce  what*  arrange- 
ments he  pleases  with  any  oftbem^  but' he*  does  it  at 
his  peril ;  for  if  he  thereby  alter  the  situation  of  any 
dthec  person  on  the  bill  to  <the  prejudice  of  that 
jierl^on,.  he  cannot  afterwards  proceed  against  him ; 
tikeirefdrey  though  he  may  give. time  to  or  discharge 
Jiis  immediate  indorser  (which  will  not  discharge  an- 
;  other/ liable  t9  hirii  pricNr  in  point  of  order),  yet  he 
.  tsaonot  i  jgive  tkne  to  or  discharge  the  drawer  or 
liaqceptQr,  and  afterwards   proceed  against  an  in- 
'  ddrser  (a)^    It  has  now  been  determined  that  the 
^  acceptor  of  an  accommodation  bill  is  not  in  the 
:  situation  of  a  surety  for  the  payment  by  the  drawer, 
dnd  consequently  not  discharged  by  time  being  given 
ttd  the  drawer.   He  is  liable  in  9II  circumstances,  and 
fDOthii^  can  discharge  him  but  payment  or  release  (b). 
M  Itids  an  established  rule,  that  an  injunction,  or  Noinjunc- 
ahy  <>rder  in  the  nature  of  an  injunction,  will  not  be  ^^/^  ^^  ^"""" 

•^  •'  ,    ,  nal  cases. 

granted  to  restrain  proceedings  in  a  criminal  mat- 

"<j(a)  ^ind^  9.  Browa,  I  T.  R.  167.  Walwyn  v.  St.  QuintiD^  1 
Bjret  P.  6B2.  Steitb  kf.  Knox,  1  Eep.  N.  P.  C.  46.  English  v. 
Btolejry  ib.  49;  2  B.  &  P.  61.  Gcmld  v.  Robson,  8  East,  576. 
Clarke  e.  Devlin,  3  B.  &  P.  263.  Ex  parte  Oifford,  6  Ves.  802. 
Withall  V,  Masterman,  2  Campb.  179. 

{b)  Fentum  v.  Pocock,  5  Taunt.  192.  overruling  Laxton  v.  Peat, 
2  Campb.  185.  and  CoUott  v.  Haigh,  3  Campb.  281. 
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In  wkai  cases  tCT  (a).    Accordingly,  in  the  case  of  Lord  Montague 


granied. 


Except 
where  a 
plaintiff  in 
equitypre- 
fers  indict* 
ments. 


V.  Dudman  (6),  Lord  Hardwicke  allowed  a  demurrer 
to  a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  on  a 
mandamus,  issued  to  compel  a  lord  of  a  manor  to 
hold  a  court :  "  the  court,"  he  said,  "  has  no  juris- 
diction to  grant  an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings 
on  a  mandamus,  nor  to  an  indictment,  nor  to  an 
information,  nor  to  a  writ  of  prohibition.** 

But  where  an  indictment  is  preferred  by  persons 
who  are  themselves  plaintifis  in  equity,  they  are  sub- 
ject to  control  by  order  personally  affecting  them, 
although  defendants  are  not  so  (c) ;  and  therefore  in 
the  case  of  the  Mayor  of  York  v.  PiUcington  (rf),  where 
a  bill  and  cross  bill  were  depending  in  order  to  esta- 
blish a  right  of  fishing,  and  the  plainti£&  in  the  first 
cause  had  indicted,  the  agents  of  the  defendants  for 
a  breach  of  the  peace  in  fishing :  Lord  Hardwicke 
made  an  order  to  restrain  the  plaintifis  from  pro- 
ceeding till  the  hearing  of  the  cause  and  further 
order  (e). 


(a)  Holderstaffe  v.  Saunders^  6  Mod.  12. 

(b)  2  Ves.  896. 

(c)  Per  Lord  Eldon,  18  Ves.  220. 

(d)  2  Atk.  S02. 

(e)  There  is  an  old  case  in  Moor,  where  an  injunction  was 
granted  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  praying  restitution  upon  an 
indictment  for  a  forcible  entrjT;  Hendy  v.  Owen,  Mo.  820.  pi.  1108. 
cit.  14  Vin.  Ab.  422.  Lord  Hardwicke,  however,  in  alluding  to  it, 
has  observed,  that  he  would  not  go  so  far,  unless  the  subject  were 
mixed  up  with  civil  proceedings  in  equity,  2  Ves. 399. ;  audit  may 
be  collected  from  other  observiltions,  2  Atk.  303.  that  this  case 
would  be  subject  to  the  general  rule,  except  where  the  person  pre- 
ferring the  indictment  was  also  plaintiff  in  equity.  There  are  also 
several  old  cases  in  Tothill,  where  the  Court  asserted  its  right  to  the 


TO  STAY  PE0C££DIN6S  AT  LAW.  43 

There  is  also  no  jurisdiction  in  equity  by  ipjunction  Hm  oh- 
to  stay  the  process  of  a  court  of  law  upon  an  Award  ' 


which  has  been  made  a  rule  of  court,  under  the  st.  Award 
9  &  10  W. 3.  c.  15.     Lord  Eldon,  upon  a  motion  to  g^'^Yoiw!*' 
dissolve  an  injunction  which  had  been  obtained  in  3.c.  15. 
a  case  of  this  nature,  observed,  that  he  had  not  found 
by  his  own  research  into  authority,  or  from  the  in- 
formation of  others,  any  instance  in  which  a  court 
of  equity  had  actually  interposed  by  injunction  to 
stay  the  process  of  a  court  of  law,  in  which  the 
award  was  made  a  rule  of  court  (a):  that  it  was  difficult 
to  see  how  this  could  be  under  the  first  section  of 

•  * 

the  act  which  declares,  that  process  shall  not  be 
stopped  or  delayed  in  its  execution  by  any  order,  &c. 
of  any  other  court  either  of  law  or  equity,  unless  it 
shall  be  made  to  appear  on  oath  to  such  court,  &c. 
That  if  upon  bill  filed  for  an  injunction  in  the 
ordinary  way,  upon  non-appearance,  the  plaintiff 
could  have  the  injunction  by  the  order  of  the  court, 
the  effect  would  be,  to  stop  the  process  in  its  execu- 
tion, though  it  were  not  shown  in  any  way  upon  oath 
that  there  had  been  misbehaviour,  corruption,  &c.  (J). 


cognizance  oi perjury  committed  before  itselfbut  this  was  probably 
in  all  the  cases,  as  in  Miller  v.  Girdlers'  Company,  Toth.  114>  only 
by  injunctions  against  actions  for  perjury.  Siderson  v,  Eastcourt ; 
^ullen  V.  Bullen;  Freebome  v.  Leasure ;  Halse  v.  Browne,  ib.  156, 
157.  In  one  instance,  <£4?0  costs  were  given  for  perjury.  Mound 
V.  Culme,  ib.  157.  . 

(a)  There  is,  however,  a  case  in  the  Exchequer,  which  seems 

to  have  been  overlooked,  where,  upon  a  bill  filed  to  relieve  against 

an  award  which  had  been  made  a  rule  of  the  King's  Bench,  under 

the  statute,  the  plaintiff  obtained  an  injunction.     Simmons  v.  Mul- 

lins,  Bunb.  182. 

(h)  Gwihitt  V.  Bannister,  H  Ves.  530.        ' 
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Hotoob-  Inj  unctions  to  stay  proceedings  at  law,  are  granted 

'  either  before  or  after  the  commencement  of  the  ac- 

At  what  tion ;  or  to  stay  trial ;  or  after  verdict  to  stayjudgment ; 
proceedings  after  judgment  to  stay  execution,  or  proceedings  un- 
f!i}^I^  ^?"  der  an  execution  : — if  execution  has  taken  place,  to 

junction  may  '  ^         ' 

be  obtained,  stay  the  money  in  the  hands  of  the  Sheriff;  or  if 

part  only  of  a  judgment  debt  has  been  levied  by  a 
Jiert  facias  to  restrain  the  suing  out  of  a  capias  ad 
satitfaciendum  {a).  The  courts  are,  indeed,  unwill- 
ing to  interfere  where  it  appears  that  the  plaintiff 
has  lain  by  till  after  a  trial  has  taken  place  {b) ;  but, 
in  general,  if  it  is  necessary  for  the  obtaining  a  fair 
decision,  a  bill  will  be  sustained  for  a  discovery 
and  an  injunction  in  the  mean  time,  though  after  a 
verdict  at  law  (c). 

(a)  1  Mad.  Ch.  109. 

(6)  9f  Price,  169.  2  Cox,  12. 

(c)  Withall  V.  Lilley.  For.  Ex.  Rep.  94.  Field  <o,  B^aumont^ 
1  Swanst.  ^04.  The  observations  of  the  Chancellor  in  the  latter 
case  seem,  in  effect f  to  overrule  the  decision  of  thje  Court  of 
Exchequer^  in  Whitmore  v.  Thornton,  3  Price,  231.  The  decision 
in  Snowball  v.  Yicaris,  Bunb.  175,  seems  to  be  wrong,  as  the 
evidence  might  have  been  produced  upon  the  trial. 


TO  STAY  PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW.  45 

Hofw  ob" 
tained* 


CHAPTER  III. 

I 

In  what  Manner  Injunctions  to  stay  Proceedings  at 

Law  are  obtained. 

It  is  directed  both  by  Lord  Bacon's  and  Lord  No*  granted 

.r«*ii  1  ••  '  n  n  Without  bill. 

Clarendon's  orders,  that  no  injunction  for  stay  or 
suit  should  be!  granted  or  i'fevived  upon  Petition  {a). 
This  seems  to  have  been  understood  to  be  the  prac- 
tice at  a  much  earlier  period :  the  granting  injunc- 
tions, without  bill  previously  filed,  having  been  one 
of  the .  articles  of  impeachment  against  Cardinal 
Wolsey  (J).  There  are  indeed  instances,  subsequent 
to  these  orders,  ofinj  unctions  granted  in  causes  which 
had  abated  and  not  been  revived  (c) ;  there  is  also 
a  case,  where  a  manor  with  an  advowson  appendant 
had  been  mortgaged,  and  the  church  becoming  vacant 
pending  a  suit  to  foreclose,  in  which  the  court 
granted  an  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  in  a  quare 
impedit  brought  by  the  mortgagee,  though  the  de- 
fendant, the  mortgagor,  had  not  filed  a  bill  (rf). 
These,  however,  are  precedents  which  would  not  be 

{a)  Beames's  Orders.  12.  35.  214. 
{b)  4  Inst.  92. 

V  (c)  Duke  of  Hamilton,  v.  Earl  of  Macclesfield,  1  £q.  Ab.  285, 
Robinson  v.  Lord  Wharton,  ib. 

(d)  Amhurst  v,  Dawling,  2  Vem.  401.  The  case  of  Jory  v.  Cox 
is  cited  in  Vernon  as  another  instance,  but  it  appears  from  the 
entry  in  the  register's  book^  which  is  stated  by  Mr.  Finch,  Prec. 
Can.  371-  that  this  is  a  mistake. 
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Hou)  oh-        followed  at  present ;  and  it  is  laid  down  in  all  the 
^^^^|||^J^__  books  as  an  established  rule,  that  an  injunction  to 

stay  proceedings  at  law  will  not  be  granted  except 
upon  bill  filed  (a).  Thus  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  a 
seller  for  a  specific  performance,  and  an  injunction 
was  moved  for  to  restrain  the  purchaser  from  pro- 
ceeding at  law  to  recover  the  deposit  from  the 
seller's  attorney  to  whom  it  was  paid,  the  motion 
was  refused  with  costs,  the  attorney  not  being  a 
party  to  the  suit  (J). 
Exceptions        There  are  certain  exceptions  to  this  rule,  some 

to  this  rule.       ^        .  .      -i  i 

of  which  have  been  already  noticed :  as ;  where  a 
decree  has  been  made  against  an  executor  for  the 
administration  of  assets,  in  which  case  the  court 
will  interpose  by  injunction  at  the  application  either 
of  the  executor,  or  of  the  heir,  or  of  the  plaintifi^  in 
the  cause,  to  restrain  a  creditor  who  is  no  party  to 
the  suit  from  proceeding  at  law  (c) :  where  plaintiff* 
having  elected  to  proceed  in  equity,  is  restrained 
from  proceeding  in  the  cause  at  law,  by  the  order 
which  directs  him  to  elect  (rf) :  where  after  a  decree, 
the  court,  at  the  application  of  the  defendant, 
restrains  the  plaintiff^  from  proceeding  at  law  for 
the  same  matter  (e).  By  another  exception,  which 
will  be  considered  more  fully  hereafter  (jf),  the 
necessity  which  formerly  existed  for  the  bail  or  the 

(fl)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  231.    Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  544.     1  Turn.  Ch. 
Pr.  361. 

(6)  Brown  v.  Frost,  Sugd.  V.  &  P.  196. 
(c)  Ante,  p.  31. 
{d)  Ante,  p.  34. 
(e)  Ante,  p.  36. 
(/)  Post,  p.  73. 
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sheriff,  if  proceeded  against  by  the  plaintiff  at  law,  ^?^  ^*- 
to  file  a  bill  for  an  injunction,  has  been  superseded,      . 


and  the  courts  have  considered  such  proceeding, 
as  a  breach  of  the  injunction  already  granted. 

There  are  also  instances  where  causes  have  been  Where  the 
depending  for  other  purposes,  in  which  applications  ^^kls  tofile" 
have  been  made  without  bill  filed,  to  stay  proceedings  ^}^^^  imme- 
either  at  law  or  in  the  Ecclesiastical  court ;  and,  upon 
the  party  undertaking  to  file  a  bill  immediately,  the 
court  has  stayed  proceedings,  until  such  bill  filed.  Thus 
where  there  was  a  decree,  which  had  been  afiirmed 
by  the  House  of  Lords,  declaring  that  certain  fee- 
farm  rents  passed  by  a  wiU,  and  directing  the  trustees 
to  convey;  the  defendant,  in  order  to  obtain  the 
opinion  of  a  court  of  law,  having  afterwards  distrained 
for  non-payment  of  these  rents,  upon  an  application 
for  an  injunction.  Lord  King  observed,  that  though 
he  thought  himself  not  warranted  in  granting  an  in- 
junction without  bill,  yet  he  would  not  endure  to 
see  the  justice  of  the  court  questioned,  and  accord- 
ingly made  an  order,  to  stay  the  proceedings  at  law 
till  a  bill  was  brought  for  an  injunction  (a)^  Upon 
this  authority  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  cause  of  the 
Duke  of  Buckingham  v.  Duchess  of  Buckingham  (J), 
in  which  the  Duchess,  after  a  decree  directing  the 
trusts  of  the  will  of  her  late  husband  to  be  carried 
into  effect,  (which  had  been  affirmed  in  the  House  of 
Lords,)  applied  to  the  spiritual  court,  and  cited  the 
executors  to  prove  the  will  per  testes,  whereupon 
Mr.  Sheffield  moved  for  an  injunction  to  stay  her 
proceedings  in  the  Ecclesiastical  court,  Lord  Hard- 

(a)  Acherley  v.  Vernon,  cit.  2  Eq.  Ab,  527. 
(6)  2  Eq.  Ab.  526. 
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Hot6  oft-        wicke  said,  he  did  not  think  himself  authorized  to 
*  grant  an  injunction,  which  could  not  be  done  with- 

out a  bill  for  that  purpose ;  but  as  there  appeared 
reason  to  stay  the  Duchess's  proceedings,  he  made 
the  same  order  to  that  in  Acherley  v.  Vernon. 
Lord  Thurlow  under  similar  circumstances  refused 
an  injunction  (^),  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the  ex- 
pedient of  granting  an  injunction  till  bill  filed  was 
suggested  to  him.  In  that  case  there  had  been  a 
decree  for  a  specific  performance  of  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  (i),  which  had  been  accordingly  executed ; 
the  plaintiff,  however,  brought  an  action  against  the 
defendant  to  recover  damages  for  the  delay  in  per- 
forming the  agreement.  His  Lordship  thought  that 
although  the  defendant  would  have  been  clearly 
entitled  in  a  new  suit,  yet  the  decree  having  been 
wholly  executed,  the  court  would  not  make  such  an 
order  in  the  original  cause.  In  a  recent  case, 
however,  in  Ireland,  where  the  precedents  of  Lord 
King  and  Lord  Hardwicke  were  cited,  this  induU 
gence  was  carried  to  a  considerable  length.  A  bill 
for  the  specific  performance  of  an  agreemetit  had 
been  dismissed  with  costs,  the  plaintiff  not  having 
been  able  to  make  a  good  title.  He  then  brought 
an  action  upon  the  agreement,  and  upon  a  motion 
made  by  the  -defendant  to  restrain  him  from  pro- 
ceeding at  law.  Lord  Manners  granted  an  injunction, 
upon  the  defendant's  undertaking  forthwith  to  file  a 
bill  (c). 
Mustbespe-      It  is  also  necessary  that  an  injunction  should  be 

cifically 

prayed,  ^a)  Ford  v.  Compton,  1  Cox.  296. 

{b)  2  Bro.  e.  C.  32. 

(c)  Macnamara  v.  Arthur,  2  Ba.  &  Be.  34-9. 
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specifically  prayed  by  the  bill,  as  notwithstanding  Hotoob- 
the  boasted  efficacy  of  the  prayer  for  general  re-  *^^"^  * 
lief  (aV  it  has  been  deteriQined  that  an  injunction 
cannot,  be  obtained  under  it  alone  {b\  because  the 
defendant  might  0uike  a  different  case  by  his  answer, 
as  against  the.;general  words,  fr(Mii  what,  he  would 
have  done  against  the  specific  prayer  for  an  in- 
junction. 


. . ' 


The  4  Ann.  c.  16.  s.  22,  (iirpct?  tUat  no  subpoena  Subpoena, 
or  other  prppess  fox  appe?,i;a(nce.  shall  issue,  till  after 
a  bill  is.  l51fKj,,ai?d  though  tbe  cpotrary  he  .sqinetlfnes 
done>  yet  it  is  irregular  ajpd  at  the  hazard  of  CQSt$  (c). 
The  statute,  how:evqr,  excepts  the  cases,  of  ji^ijls  for 
injunctions  to  stay  waste,  or  to  stay  suits  at  law  corn- 
menced ;  but  the  bill,  must  in  these  cases  be  on  tl^e 
file,  before  the  return  of  the  subpoena  (rf)..  In  serving 
the  subpoena,  care  must  be  taken  to  attend  to  the 
rules  of  the  cojurt,  ^s  an  prder  for  an  injunctiqp 
obtained  for  want  of  appearance,  will  be  discharged, 
if  thi*  subpoena  shpuld  not  have  been  regularly 
served  (^)  \  and  persqns  having  privilege  of  peerage 
are  ^^ titled  to, a  letter  missive,  without  ^hich  the 
process  will  be  ineffectual  (/). 

{a)  2  A&.  3.  141-  3  Atk.  131.— 1  Eden  26.-2  Ves.  485 — 
12  V(w.  48.*-l^  ViBSi  llA. 

(ft)  Savory  «u  Ojrer^  Amb.  70.    Dairile  v.  Peacock^  Bjtrn«cd^ 
Ch.  Rep.  27. 

(c)  1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  78. 

(rf)  lb. 

(e)  Menzies  v.  Rodrigues^  1  Pricey  92. 

(y)  Robinspn  v.  Lord  Rokeby>  8  Ve«.601.  Lord  Milsington  v. 
Lord  Portmore,  1»  V.  &  B.  421. 

E 
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Hott)  oJ-  The  subpoena  may  be  served,  at  any  time  before 

^^^^^^*  twelve  o'clock  at  night  on  the  return  day  (a),  even 

When  to  be   though  the  defendant  live  at  such  a  distance  from 
served.  town,  as  to  make  it  impossible  for  him  to  appear  in 

time  (J).     It  may  also  be  made  returnable  on  the 
same  day  on  which  it  is  sealed,  but  in  that  case  it 
must  be  served  before  the   court  rises  (c),  but  it 
cannot  be  served  on  a  Sunday  (rf). 
In  what  The  writ  is  served,  either  by  delivering  the  writ 

manner.        itself  under  seal  to  the  defendant,  or  by  showing 

it  to  him  and  delivering  the  label.  If  there  are 
more  defendants  than  one  (three  being  the  greatest 
number  that  can  be  contained  in  one  subpoena),  the 
body  of  the  subpoena  ought  to  be  delivered  to  the 
last  defendant,  the  others  having  been  served  with 
labels :  the  body  of  the  writ  under  seal,  must  always 
be  shewn  to  such  defendants,  as  are  served  with 
labels  (e). 
Where  to  be  Service  by  leaving  the  writ  at  the  defendant's 
served.  dwelling-house  or  lodging  with  some  of  the  family 

will  be  deemed  good  service ;  and  if  he  keep  his  house 
shut  up,  the  writ  may  be  left  hanging  on  the  dftor,  or 
may  be  put  into  the  house  under  the  door,  or  within 
the  window,  and  if  it  can  be  shown  to  have  come  to 
his  hands  it  will  be  deemed  good  service  (^).    Send- 

(a)  1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  80.    Hind,  83.    Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  103. 

(b)  Nigbtiqgale  v.  Russell,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Fr.  121. 

(c)  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  103. 

{d)  29  Car.  2.  c.  7.  s.  6.  Mackreth  v.  Nicholson,  19  Yes.  367. 
It  is  erroneously  stated  in  6ilbert*s  For.  Rom.  43,  and  Harrison, 
103,  that  it  may  be  served  on  a  Sunday. 

(e)  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  103. 

(/)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  401.    Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  104. 
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ifig  it  under  cover,  to  the  person  to  whom  the  de-'  Howob- 
fendant  desiredplaintiflF  to  address  his  letters,  has  been  ^^^^^  * 
ordered  to  be  good  service  (a);  service  upon  the 
defendant,  while  abroad,  or  in  Scotland,  has  been 
deemed  sufficient  (ft).  There  seems  to  be  considerable 
douTjt,  whether  leaving  the  subpoena  or  label  at  the 
counting-house,  or  place  of  business  of  a  defendant^ 
will  be  sufficient  service.  In  a  case  in  the  Ex- 
chequer,  where  this  point  was  discussed,  two  pre- 
cedents (c)  were  produced  in  favour  of  the  practice ; 
the  court,  however,  said,  that  a  counting-house  was 
not  a  proper  or  convenient  place  to  serve  a  party 
with  a  subpoena,  being  neither  the  place  of  his 
abode  nor  residence,  but  devoted  to  mercantile 
concerns ;  and  notwithstanding  the  precedents,  held 
that  it  was  not  good  service  (cQ.  Lord  Thur- 
low  also,  in  a  case  where  the  defendant  lived  at 
Epsom,  and,  being  a  barrister,  had  chambers  in  the 
Temple,  was  of  opinion  that  service  at  his  chambers 
was  not  sufficient  (e).  In  a  recent  case,  however,  it 
seems  to  have  been  admitted  that  the  subpoena  may 
be  left  at  the  counting-house  or  place  of  business  of 
a  person  abroad  at  the  time,  if  it  be  delivered  to 
some  partner  or  acknowledged  clerk  (jf ).  But  in 
that  case,  the  defendant  used  as  his  counting-house, 
a  room  in  the  lower  part  of  the  dwelling-house  of  a 

{a)  Hunt  V*  Lever,  5  Ves.  14?7. 

(6)  Bourke  v.  Lord  Macdonald,  2  Dick.  587.    Scott  v.  Hough, 
4  Bro.  C.  C.  213. 

(c)  Shoolbred  t;.  Boats  in  Scac.  25  Nov.  1795.     The  Attorney 
General  v.  Cecil,  ib.  24th  March,  1787. 

{d)  Nesbitt  v.  Bird,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  124. 

(e)  Anon.  Hind,  92.     Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  106, 

(y*)  Menzies  v.  Rodrigues,  1  Price,  92. 

£  2 
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tained. 


Substituted 
service  of 
subpoena. 


person  who  let  the  whole  of  the  apartments  on  his 
ground  floor  to  different  merchants  for  the  purpose 
of  business ;  the  subpoena  had  been  left  with  the 
servant  of  the  proprietor  of  the  house,  which  the 
court  held  insufficient.  Leaving  the  subpoena  at  the 
lodgings  of  a  defendant,  who  had  left  them  twelve 
months  previous  thereto,  was  holden  insufficient  (a). 
The  court  on  motion  will  order  that  leaving  the 
subpoena  with  the  turnkey  of  a  prison,  be  good 
service  on  a  prisoner  at  large.  If  the  defendant 
be  in  close  custody,  such  service  is  good  without 
motion  (ft). 

Service  on  the  husband  alone  is  good  service 
where  both  husband  and  wife  are  co-defendants  j 
but  service  on  the  wife  will  not  be  deemed  sufficient, 
though  an  order  may,  under  circumstances,  be  spe- 
cially obtained  for  that  purpose  (c).  Where  children 
are  defendants,  and  their  parents  are  secreting  them, 
service  has  frequently  been  directed  to  be  liiade  upon 
the  parents  (rf).  Service  on  one  partner  is  good 
service  upon  another  partner  who  is  abroad  (e). 

Great  laxity  of  practice  formerly  prevailed  in  per- 
mitting service  upon  agents,  clerks  in  court,  and 
other  persons,  to  be  good  service  where  a  defendant 


(a)  Parker  v.  Blackburn^  2  Vem.  369. 

(b)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  403.  Harrison,  Ch,  Pr.  106.  1  Tum.Ch.Pr.81. 

(c)  Pulteney  v.  Shelton,  6  Ves.  14f7.  according  to  the  correct 
statement  of  the  case  among  the  errata  at  the  begimiing  of  that 
volume. 

{d)  Baker  v.  Holmes,  1  Dick.  18.  Hockley  v.  Lukin,  ib.  353, 
Gamum  v.  Marshall,  ib.  77.  S.  C.  2  Atk.  70.  Thompson  v.  Jones, 
8  Ves.  141. 

(e)  Lady  Carrington  v.  Gantillon,  Bunb.  107.  Fumes  v.  Lawes, 
ib.    Coles  V.  Gurney,  1  Mad.  Rep.  187. 
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was  abroad  (a).      This,  however,  has  since  been  Hotvob- 

remedied,  and  even  where  there  has  been  a  cross  , '_ 

cause,  service  on  the  clerk  in  court,  has  been  holden 
to  be  insuflScient  (ft). 

But  where  a  defendant,  to  a  bill  to  restrain  his  Service  on 
proceeding  at  law,  resides  abroad,  it  is  usual  to  direct  attorney  at 
that  service  of  the  subpoena,  upon  the  attorney  em-  law. 
ployed  in  the  cause  at  law,  shall  be  deemed  good 
service.  This  practice  was  made  a  vehicle  of  great 
injustice,  from  the  delay  which  it  permitted  a  de- 
fendant to  interpose,  to  the  right  of  a  plaintiff  who 
happened  to  be  abroad.  The  courts,  therefore,  esta- 
blished a  rule,  that  where  a  plaintiff  at  law  is  abroad, 
the  defendant  at  law  shall  not  obtain  an  injunction, 
without  an  affidavit  of  the  equity  of  his  bill.  There 
is  a  difference  in  the  practice  of  the  Courts  of  Chan- 
cery and  Exchequer  as  to  the  stage  of  the  proceeding 
whem  this  affidavit  is  required,  and  as  to  the  mode 
in  which  the  application  is  to  be  made.  They  are 
neither  of  them,  however,  very  material,  as  sub- 
stantial justice  is  obtained  by  the  practice  of  both 
courts. 

In  the  Court  of  Chancery  an  affidavit  of  merits.  In  the  Court 
must  attend  the  application  that  service  qf  the  sub^  ^      a^cery* 

(a)  Hales  v.  Sutton,  1  Dick.  26.    Carter  v.  De  Brune,  ib.  99. 

Hide  V.  Forster,  ib.  107*     Leslie  v. j  ciU  1  Sch.  Sc  Lef.  238. 

Gardiner  v.  Mason^  4  Bro.  C.  C.  478. 

(6)  Roberts  v.  Worsley,  2  Cox,  389.  Bond  v.  Duke  of  New* 
castle,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  389.  Anderson  v.  Lewis,  ib.  429*  2  Dick.  776. 
Smith  V.  Hibernian  Mine  Company^  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  238.  Rickcord 
V.  Nedriff,  2  Meriv.  458.  In  Gildenichi  v.  Chamock,  6  Ves.  171* 
service  upon  the  clerk  in  court  of  a  subpoena  to  answer  an  amended 
bill  was  under  very  peculiar  circumstwsces  allowed  to  be  good 
service. 
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Hpto  ob'       poma  on  the  defendants  attorney  at  hM\  should  be 

J[[^^J__ good  service  (a).  In  one  case,  indeed,  Lord  Thurlow 

was  of  opinion,  in  conformity  to  the  practice  in  the 
Exchequer,  that  this  order  might  be  obtained  with- 
out affidavit,  and  that  the  affidavit  must  be  made 
upon  the  subsequent  application  for  the  injunc- 
tion (h).  In  a  previous  case,  however,  he  had  been 
of  a  diffisrent  opinion  (c),  and  his  first  determination 
has  been  subsequently  followed  (rf).  It  has  also  been 
decided  in  opposition  to  the  practice  in  the  Ex- 
chequer, that  it  is  not  necessary,  that  the  affidavit 
should  state,  a  previous  refusal  by  the  attorney  to 
accept  the  subpcena  (e). 
In  the  Court  The  practice  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  is  stated 
chequer.  ^7  ^^*  Fowler  (/),  to  be  for  the  attorney  of  the  de- 
fendant at  law,  to  apply  to  the  plaintiff's  attorney, 
to  know  if  he  will  accept  of  a  subpoena  to  appear. 
If  he  refuses,  an  affidavit  is  made  of  such  application 
and  refusal,  and  the  court  makes  the  order.  This  is 
a  motion  of  course,  and  no  affidavit  of  merits  is  re* 
quired  (g).  If  the  attorney  neglect  to  enter  an  ap- 
pearance,  an  injunction  is  moved  for,  upon  the  ex- 
piration of  the  return  of  the  subpoena,  supported  by 
an  affidavit  of  the  merits  of  the  bill  upon  an  attach- 

(a)  The  affidayit  may  be  made  by  the  solicitor,  if  he  has  personal 
knowledge  of  the  merits.    3  Mad.  551. 
(6)  Burke  v.  Vickars,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  24. 

(c)  Delancy  v.  Wallis,  ib.  12. 

(d)  Stephens  v.  Cini,  4  Ves.  359.  Fullarton  <o.  Wallace,  ib.  360. 
n.  Anderson  <o.  Darcy,  18  Ves.  447.  White  v.  Klevers,  ib.  471< 
Kenworthy  v.  Accunor,  3  Mad.  550.    Baillie  v.  Larkens,  cit.  ib. 

(e)  French  v.  Roe,  13  Ves.  593. 

(/)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  223. 
(g)  Gilliat  V.  Wright,  ib.  126. 
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ment.     When  the  eight  days  for  answering  are  ex-  Hotv  06- 
pired,  an  attachment  pro  Jbrmd  is  made  out,  and  ' 

upon  producing  this  to  the  court,  and  reading  an 
affidavit  verifying  the  facts  stated  by  the  bill,  the  court, 
if  satisfied  with  the  merits  of  the  case,  will  grant  an 
injunction  till  answer  or  further  order  (a). 

This  motion  is  generally  made  without  notice ; 
in  the  following  case,  however,  the  court  held  that 
notice  was  necessary*  An  agent  had  effected  a 
policy  for  his  principal,  who  resided  in  Spain,  and 
afterwards  brought  an  action  in  his  own  name  only, 
against  the  underwriters  and  others,  who  filed  a  bill 
for  an  injunction  against  both  the  principal  and 
agent;  the  agent  appeared  and  answered  in  eight 
days :  the  usual  affidavit  of  merits  was  produced  on 
moving  fi3r  an  injunction  against  the  principal :  the 
counsel  for  the  agent  objected  to  the  motion  for  want 
of  notice,  and  the  court  held,  that  though  in  ordi- 
nary cases  notice  is  not  necessary,  yet  that  it  was  so 
in  the  present  case,  the  action  having  been  brought 
in  the  name  of  the  agent  only  (b). 

The  courts  it  is  said,  does  not  expect  a  plaintiff  to 
verify  all  the  allegations .  in  his .  bill  with  the  same 
precision  that  is  required  in  an  answer ;  it  will  be 
sufficient,  if  he  substantiate  the  general  head  of 
equity,  which  will  entitle  him  to  an  injunction  (c) : 
but  a  material  variance,  between  the  bill  and  the 
affidavit,  would  be  fatal.  As  where  the  bill  stated 
that  bills  of  exchange,  which  were  the  subject  of  the 
action,  were  lent  for  the  defendant's  accommoda- 
tion, whereas  the  affidavit  stated  that  they  were 

(a)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  225,  et  seq. 
(6)  Crew  v.  Mertins,  ib«  225. 
(c)  Nunes  v,  Jaffrayy  ib.  226. 
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Hot©  od-       given  to  the  defendant  to  pay  the  balance  of  his  ac- 
,__,^^,^  count  to  the  plaintiffs,  which  they  afterwards  found 

to  be  erroneous  (a). 

In  one  case,  however,  an  affidavit  of  merits  was 
dispensed  with  entirely.  An  agent  had  effected  a 
policy  for  his  principal,  who  resided  abroad,  and  a 
bill  was  filed  to  restrain  proceedings  in  an  action 
brought  upon  it :  the  agent  put  in  his  answer,  ad- 
mitting the  material  facts  of  the  bill.  An  injunction 
was  moved  for  upon  these  admissions,  until  the  an- 
swer of  the  other  defendant  should  come  in.  An 
objection  was  made,  *that  there  ought  to  have  been 
an  affidavit ;  the  court,  however,  overruled  it,  and 
granted  an  injunction,  considering  the  admissions 
equivalent  to  an  affidavit  (b). 

This  motion  however  has  been  refused,  where  no 
declaration  has  been  delivered  (c) ;  and  in  a  case, 
where  costs  had  been  taxed  upon  a  judgment,  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit,  but  not  paid ;  inquiry  was  made 
of  the  plaintiff's  attorney  where  the  plaintiff  resided, 
that  the  costs  might  be  paid ;  but  the  attorney  not 
only  refused  to  satisfy  the  inquiry,  but  threatened 
to  bring  a  fresh  action ;  the  court,  upon  this  motion 
being  made,  said  it  differed  from  the  ordinary  case, 
as  there  was  no  action  either  commenced  or  depending; 
that  the  costs  are  merely  personal  to  the  party :  and 
as  to  the  threat  used  by  the  plaintiff's  attorney,  it 
could  not,  upon  that  circumstance  alone,  grant  the 
motion  [d). 

(a)  Nunes  v.  Jafiray,  ib.  226.  Vide  also  Wattleworth  v.  Pitcher, 
2  Price,  189. 

(b)  Royal  Exchange  Insurance  Company  v.  Ward,  ib.  225. 

(c)  Angerstein  v.  Wentwoith,  ib.  228. 

(d)  Cecil  V.  Reilly,  ib.  226. 
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If  the  defendant  appears,  it  cures  all  irregularity  Hw)  ob- 
in  the  service  of  the  sijubpoena  {a).  Lord  Hardwicke,   °^^^^j^^^^ 


however,  was  of  opinion,  that  where  the  service  had  Effect  of  ap- 
been  just  before  the  long  vacation,  and  the  defendant  P®^*"^®' 
had  chosen  to  appear  rather  than  be  liable  to  an  at- 
tachment, that  he  might  still  be  at  liberty  to  insist 
upon  the  want  or  irregularity  of  the  service  (i).  If 
an  appearance  has  been  entered,  the  party  will  not 
be  suffered  to  strike  it  out  upon  a  discovery  of  an 
irregularity  in  the  service  of  the  subpoena ;  thougk 
there  are  cases,  in  which  the  court  will  give  leave,  on 
motion,  that  the  entry  may  be  withdrawn  (c). 


The  Bill  having  been  filed,  and  process  regularly 
served,  an  Injunction,  the  force  and  extent  of  which 
will  be  explained  hereafter,  may  be  obtained  in  the 
Four  following  cases. 

1st.  For  want  qf  appearance  in  due  time  after  Injunction 
service  and  return  of  the  subpoena.  In  the  Court  of  ;^^«r«^l^i 
Chancery,  where  the  defendant  resides  in  London, 
or  within  twenty  miles  (in  which  case  the  cause  is 
termed  a  town  cause),  if  he  has  been  served  four 
days  or  more  before  the  return  of  the  subpoena,  he 
has  time,  until  the  return  rfay :  if  he  be  served  on 
the  return  day,  or  a  day  or  two  before,  then  four 
days  after  the  service.  If  the  defendant  reside 
more  than  twenty  miles  from  London  (in  which  case 

(a)  Anon.  S  Atk.  567. 

(6)  Ibid. 

(e)  Menzies  v.  Rodrigues,  1  Price,  92. 
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Hot»  oB-       the  cause  is  termed  a  country  cause),  he  has  eight 
_[^|^J^__  days  after  the  retium  day^  unless  he  has  been  served 

eight  days  before,  in  which  case  he  must  appear  on 
the  return  day;  if  served  four  or  five  days  before 
the  return,  he  has  then  four  or  five  days  after  the 
return.  Where  the  subpcena  is  returnable  the  last 
day  of  term,  the  defendant  has  till  the  first  re- 
turn of  the  following  term«  Where  a  defendant 
resides  within  ten  miles  of  London,  the  subpcena 
may  be  returnable  immediately;  but,  as  mentioned 
before,  it  must  be  served  on  the  same  day  that  it  is 
taken  out,  before  the  rising  of  the  court ;  in  this 
case,  the  defendant  must  appear,  within  four  days 
inclusive  of  the  day  of  service  (a). 

In  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  a  defendant  is  not  bound 
to  appear  till  the  return  of  the  process,  however  long 
before  he  may  have  been  served  with  it ;  but  by  the 
fifth  general  rule  of  that  court,  the  defendant  must  ap- 
pear on  the  next  day  after  service  of  process  returnable 
immediately  (which  in  that  court  is  London,  or  within 
five  miles),  and  upon  the  second  day  on  process  re- 
turnable on  a  day  certain,  and  on  the  fourth  day  after 
every  common  return.  But  in  bills  for  injunctions 
to  stay  proceedings  at  law,  if  a  defendant  appears 
before  the  sitting  of  the  court  on  the  next  day  after 
he  is  bound  to  appear  by  the  above  rule,  it  will  be 
sufficient,  according  to  the  present  practice,  to  pre- 
vent an  inj  unction  from  being  obtained  for  want  of 
appearance ;  though  in  strictness  such  defendant  is 
liable  to  an  attachment,  and  must  pay  the  costs  of  it, 
if  it  should  be  made  out  before  he  appears.    Upon  a 

(a)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  37.      Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  108.      1  Turn.  Ch. 
Pr.  84.. 
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I 

subpoena  returnable  immediately,  he  must  therefore  How  o*» 
enter  an  appearance  on  the  second  day  after  being  ' 


served  with  it ;  where  the  subpoena  is  returnable  on 
a  day  certain,  an  appearance  must  be  entered  before 
the  sitting  of  the  court  on  the  third  day  after  the 
return  of  the  writ  (a). 

If  an  appearance  be  not  entered  in  time,  an  affidavit 
of  service  of  the  subpoena  must  be  left  with  the 
clerk  in  court,  who  will  issue  an  attachment  against  * 
the  defendant ;  and  the  court  may  then  be  mfOved- 
for  an  injunction,  which  will  be  granted  of  course, ' 
on  a  suggestion  that  an  attachment  has  issued  {A);  •  ' 

2dly.  For  want  of  an  answer.  In  the  Court  of  Chaiik-  injunction 
eery  a  defendant  has  in  all  cases  eight  days,  exclusive  ^^^  ^^^  ®^ 

^  °  •'   '  answer. 

of  the  day  of  appearance,  to  answer.  If  his  appearance 
be  time  enough  within  the  term,  a  rule  may  be  given 
to  him  to  answer  within  the  term ;  but  if  no  rule  be 
given,  he  is  at  liberty  to  answer  at  any  time  within 
the  term  (c).  In  the  Court  of  Exchequer  the  time  is 
eight  days  after  the  delivery  of  the  {>Iaintiff's  bill, 
and  before  the  sitting  of  the  court,  the  following 
day  (rf).  If  no  answer  be  put  in  by  the  time  pre* 
scribed,  an  attachment  issues,  upon  which  an  order 
for  an  injunction  is  obtained  as  a  motion  of  course. 
The  instant  the  attachment  is  issued,  the  plaintiff  is 
intitled  to  his  injunction,  as  was  determined  in  the 
case  of  King  v.  Harrison  (e),  although  the  answer 

(a)  1  Fowl  Ex.  Pr.  224-. 

(i)  lTum.Ch.  Pr.  S61. 

(c)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  15.    Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  164. 

id)  I  Fowl.  Ex,  Pr.  t2S.  • 

{e)  Cit.  2  Meriv.  475. 
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How  ob-       had  come  in  the  evening  before  the  injunction  was 
*^*^^'  moved  for.     For  this  purpose  an  answer,  though 

sworn,  and  in  the  master's  office,  is  not  to  be  con- 
sidered as  such,  until  it  is  actually  on  the  file :  an 
answer  had  been  sworn  at  six  in  the  evening  at  the 
master's  house,  and  there  left,  the  clerk  of  the  public 
office  being  informed  of  it:  next  morning  the  plaintiff 
finding  that  it  was  not  on  the  file,  obtained  an  order 
for  an  injunction,  the  defendant  being  in  contempt 
to  an  attachment  J  the  delay  in  filing  the  answer  arose, 
from  the  master  being  from  home,  when  the  clerk  in 
the  public  oflSce  called  for  the  answer :  Lord  Eldon^ 
however,  refused  to  discharge  the  order  for  the  injunc« 
tion  or  the  attachment  (a).  In  a  subsequent  case.  Sir 
J.  Leach  refused  a  motion  to  set  aside  an  injunction 
with  costs,  the  order  having  been  obtained  for  want 
of  an  answer ;  and  before  it  was  sealed  at  the  next 
seal  after  the  order,  an  answer  was  put  in  (i).  When 
the  defendant's  answer  cannot  be  put  in  within  the 
proper  time,  the  usual  practice  is  for  the  defendant's 
clerk  in  court,  to  signify  to  the  plaintiff's  clerk  in 
court,  that  he  may  move  for  an  injunction  upon  the 
defendant's  praying  time  to  answer ;  and  it  is  then 
incumbent  upon  the  defendant's  clerk  in  court,  to 
obtain  an  order  for  a  month's  time  to  answer  upon 
the  same  day  on  which  the  order  is  made  for  the 
injunction ;  if  this  be  not  done,  the  defendant  is 
liable  to  an  attachment  (c). 


(a)  Bruce  v.  Webb,  2  Meriv,  474. 

(b)  Rattray  v.  Bishop,  3  Madd.  Rep.  220. 

(c)  1  Fowl,  Ex.  Pr.  222. 
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Sdly.  Upon  the  defendant's  obtaining  the  usual  Hmob- 
Order  for  time  to  answer ;  '«««'• 


4thly,  If  it  be  a  country  cause,  or  the  defendant  injunction 
be  abroad,  upon  his  obtainins"  a  commission  to  take  ^P^^.  order 

^  ^  for  time;  or 

his  answer,  which  is  termed  in  practice  craving  a  upon  dedi- 
dedimus  (a),  (b).  *""*• 


If  the  defendant  refer  the  bill  for  Impertinence,  be-  Reference  of 
fore  the  time  for  answering  is  out,  the  plaintiff  cannot,  pertinence, 
at  the  expiration  of  the  time,  move  as  of  course  for  an 
injunction  for  want  of  answer ;  but  he  is  then  in  the 
same  situation  as  if  the  time  for  answering  was  not 
out,  and  must  move  upon  notice  and  affidavit  of 
circumstances  (c)/^ 

If  the  defendant,  before  the  time  for  answering  Effect  of 
be  out,  puts  in  a  Plea,  or  Demurrer,  or  both,  an  ^^^^^  ^^" 
injunction  cannot  be  granted  whUe  they  are  pend- 
ing  [d).     But  though  in  general  a  demurrer  may  be 

(a)  It  seems  that  the  practice  in  Ireland  is,  that  a  defendant 
may,  upon  notice,  move  for  a  dedimus  without  an  injunction ;  and 
that  if  an  injunction  is  obtained  pending  such  notice  of  motion,  it 
18  dissolved  of  course  on  the  dedimus  being  granted.  M*Mahon  v. 
O'Brien,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  2S7. 

{b)  There  seems  to  be  an  error  in  the  report  of  the  case  of 
Parnell  v.  Nesbitt,  1  Price,  M^.  which  represents  a  special  motion 
to  have  been  made  for  an  injunction,  though  the  defendant  had 
obtained  a  commission  to  take  his  answer  abroad,  with  three 
months  time  for  its  return, 

(c)  Neale  v.  Wadeson,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  574.  S.  C.  1  Cox,  104. 
Harris  v.  Montgomery,  cit.  ib.  M acnamara  v.  Kinderley,  1  Fowl. 
Ex.  Pr.  276. 

{d)  Anon.  Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  24.  Humphreys  v.  Humphreys,  3  P.  W. 
396*    Cousins  v.  Smith,  13  Ves.  165. 


6s  TO  STAY  PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW. 

H(Avob'        filed  at  any  time  before  process  of  contempt  has 
.  been  issued,  or  an  order  for  time  obtained,  even 

though  the  period  for  answering  be  expired  (a) ;  yet 
where  a  defendant  has  permitted  an  injunction  to 
go  against  him  upon  a  dedimtiSy  the  time  for  answer- 
ing being  expired,  he  will  not  be  allowed  to  demur 
alone,  although  he  is  neither  in  contempt,  nor  under 
an  order  for  time  (b). 

To  remedy  as  much  as  possible  the  delay  occa- 
sioned by  this  species  of  defence,  the  courts  will 
always  permit  a  plea  or  demurrer  to  an  injunction  bill 
to  be  argued  out  of  their  regular  course.  In  the  Ex- 
chequer, the  plaintiff  applies  for  a  short  day  for  the 
argument,  when  the  court  usually  appoints  the  third 
day  a&er  the  application ;  and  if  upon  a  rule  given  to 
argue,  the  plea  or  demurrer  is  neglected  to  be  set 
down  for  argument,  pr,  if  set  down,  is  abandoned  by 
the  defendant's  counsel,  or  is  overruled,  the  plaintiff 
n^ay  immediately  move  for  an  injunction,  which  will 
be  granted  till  answer  or  further  order  (c). 

As  a  defendant  may  plead  to  part,  demur  to  part, 
and  answer  to  the  rest  of  the  bill ;  if,  upon  argument, 
either  the  plea  or  demur  should  be  overruled,  the 
plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  move,  upon  that  sug- 
gestion, for  an  injunction ;  and  even  if  both  plea 
juad  demurrer  should  be  overruled,  some  equity 
may  still  be  shown  for  granting  or  continuing  an 
injunction  arising  out  of  the  defendant's  answer: 
thus  where  there  was  a  demurrer,  plea,  and  answer 

(a)  East  India  Company  v.  Henchman,  3  Bro.  C.  G.  S72. 
iSowerby  v.  Warder,  2  Cox,  268. 
.  (h)  Edmonds  v.  Savery,  3  Meriv.  304*. 

(c)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  235,  236.   Vide  also  Lamb  v.  Bowes,  Bunb. 
11.    Ram  V.  Bradbury,  ib.  n 
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to  an  injunction  bill,  the  demurrer  was  overruled,  Hoio  ob- 
and  the  plea  ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer,  with  *«»««?• 
liberty  to  except;  yet  an  injunction  was  granted 
upon  the  merits  confessed  in  the  answer  (a). 

Where  a  demurrer  has  been  put  in,  and  any  ad* 
vantage  has  been  gained  at  law  by  the  defendant  in 
equity,  in  consequence  of  the  pendency  of  the  de- 
murrer, it  is  proper  that  the  parties,  upon  its  being 
overruled,  should  be  placed  in  the  situation  in  which 
they  would  have  been,  if  the  demurrer  had  never 
been  filed.  As  observed  by  Lord  Eldon:  *<  while 
it  is  in  contemplation  whether  a  good  case  can  be 
made  or  not ;  if  it  turns  out  in  the  result  of  the^de* 
murrer,  that  there  is  an  equitable  case,  the  principle 
is,  to  deal  with  it  as  an  equitable  case  from  the  firsts 
and  therefore  it  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  to  place 
the  defendant,  where  he  would, have  been,  but  for 
an  untenable  defence  (i)."  In  the  case  whi<jh  con* 
tains  these  observations,  the  defendant  in  eqmty) 
pending  a  demurrer  which  he  had  put  in,  bad  takeii 
the  plaintiff  in  execution ;  the  demurrer  was  after- 
wards overruled,  and  the  common  injunction  ob« 
tained.  Lord  Eldon,  upon  motion,  discharged  the 
plaintiff  out  of  custody ;  but  as  the  judgment  had 
been  satisfied  by  the  plaintiff's  having  been  taken  in 
execution,  and  if  he  had  been  discharged,  the  debt 
would  have  been  lost ;  it  was  done  upon  the 'terms  of 
his  undertaking  again  to  confess  judgment  (c)w  •  So  in 
the  case  of  Raphael  v.  Birdwood  {d),  where,  in  conse- 

(a)  Mansfield  v.  Cook,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  8S6. 

{b)  S  Meriv.  235. 

(c)  Franklyn  v.  Thomas,  3  Meriv.  S35.       .  .  . ,   . 

{d)  Franklyn  v.  Thomas,  3  Meriv,  229*  n.        .     >      . 
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iained. 


quence  of  a  demurrer  having  been  put  in  (which  was 
afterwards  overruled),  and  the  argument  having  been 
postponed  for  the  convenience  of  the  defendant's 
counsel,  the  plaintiff  had  been  prevented  from  obtain- 
ing the  common  injunction ;  this  principle  was  at- 
tended to,  and  a  special  motion  for  an  injunction  to 
stay  trial,  without  the  previous  order  for  the  common 
injunction,  was  granted. 


Injunction 
where  the 
time  for  aa- 
Bwering  is 
not  out,  or 
defendant 
has  answered 
in  time. 


Special  in- 
junction 
sometimes 
granted  to 
stay  pro- 
ceedings at 
law  before 
answer. 


If  a  defendant  has  appeared,  and  the  time  for 
answering  be  not  out,  or  if  he  has  answered  in  time, 
an  injunction  can  then  only  be  obtained  upon  motion, 
of  which  two  days  notice  must  be  given  to  the  de- 
fendant's clerk  in  court  (a).  An  injunction  was  dis- 
solved for  irregularity,  where  the  plaintiff  having 
obtained  the  injunction  as  of  course,  for  want  of  the 
answer  of  two  defendants  who  resided  abroad,  with- 
out notice  to  the  other  defendant,  who  was  sole 
plaintiff  at  law,  and  had  put  in  his  answer  in  time  (ti). 

Though  an  injunction  will  not  be  granted  before 
answer,  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  plaintiff  will  other- 
wise be  entitled  to  sue  out  execution  before  the  com- 
mon injunction  can  be  obtained  (c);  yet  special  in- 
junctions to  restrain  proceedings  at  law  will  sometimes 
be  granted  where  the  plaintiff  has  had  no  opportunity 
of  obtaining  the  common  inj  unction  (rf).  Thus  upon 
a  motion  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  suing  out 


(fl)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  234.     Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  541. 
Pr.  231. 

{b)  Cooper  v,  Flindt,  Wightw.  409. 

(c)  Franklyn  v.  Thomas,  3  Meriv.  225. 

((/)  Ibid. 


1  Fowl.  Ex, 
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execution  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judg-  Hoto  ob- 
ment  on  a  bond,  part  of  the  consideration  of  which  ^^^^j^^^^^ 
was  the  defendant  returning,  as  cash,  a  post  obit 
security  formerly  granted  by  the  plaintiff,  who  was 
an  Expectant  heir,  in  discharge  of  a  debt  of  incon- 
sidierable  amount,*  and  upon  the  understanding  that 
tb6  principal  was  not  to  be  called  for  till  the  death 
of  the  plaintiflPs  father.  Upon  affidavit  of  these  facts, 
it  being  the  vacation,^  and  no  subpoena  returnable 
till  the  next  term,  Lord  Eldon  granted  the  injunc- 
tion, the  plaintiff  undertaking  to  serve  the  defend- 
ant with. immediate  notice,  and  with  liberty  to  the 
defendant  to  apply  during  the  continuance  of  the 
sittings  {a). 

(a)  Annesley  v,  Bookes,  3  Meriv.  226.  n. 
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Havo  served. 


Service  of 
the  order. 


Service  not 
necessary 
where  the 
party  hears 
the  order 
pronounced, 
or  is  inform- 
ed that  it  has 
been  made. 


CHAPTER  IV. 

Of  the  Extent  and  Effect  of  the  Common  Iiy unction, 
and  in  what  Manner  it  may  be  extended  to  Sta^ 
Trial. 

The  Writ  of  Injunction  is  made  out  by  the  clerk 
in  court,  upon  the  order  being  left  with  him ;  and 
must  be  personally  served  upon  the  defendant,  his 
solicitor,  and  attorney.  It  is  served  by  showing  it 
under  seal  (a),  and  delivering  a  copy  to  the-  party ; 
the  person  serving  it,  is  not  bound  to  deliver  the 
writ  itself  to  be  compared  with  the  copy  (ft).  Though 
the  service  ought  to  be  personal,  yet  the  court,  as 
in  the  case  of  service  of  a  subpoena,  will,  under  cir- 
cumstances, dispense  with  personal  service  (c) ;  thus 
service  of  the  order  at  the  house  which  appeared  to 
be  the  defendant's  last  place,  of  abode,  was  ordered 
to  be  good  service,  j:hough  the  house  was  apparently 
shut  up  (rf). 

It  has  also  been  repeatedly  determined,  that, 
where  a  party  is  in  court,  and  hears  the  order  pro- 
nounced,  he  is  as  much  bound  as  if  he  had  been 
actually  served  with  the  writ.  Lord  Hardwicke  (e), 

(a)  And  in  general,  service  of  the  copy  of  an  order  is  not  good 
without  producing  the  original,  unless  the  production  be  waived. 
Wallis  V.  Glynn,  19  Ves.  380.    Coop.  282. 

{h)  Woodward  v.  Kmg,  2  Ch.  Ca.  203. 

(c)  Holgate  v.  Grantham,  Gary,  82. 

\d)  Pearce  v.  Crutchfield,  14?  Ves.  206. 

{e)  Anon.  3  Atk.  567.    Vide  also  Skip  u.  Harwood^  ib.  5Q5. 
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observed,  that  there  had  been  many  instances,  where  Effect  of  the 
a  defendant,  or  his  attorney  only  (a),  having  been  pre-  junction. 

sent  upon  an  order  for  an  injunction,  and  having 

proceeded  at  law  before  it  was  sealed,  that  the 
court  had  considered  this  as  a  contempt,  and  com- 
mitted them  for  it.  This  practice,  notwithstanding 
isome  disapprobation  of  it  from  Lord  Thurlow  (6), 
has  not  only  been  followed,  but  has  been  extended; 
first,  to  the  case  of  a  party  being  in  court  during  the 
motion,  but  retiring  before  the  order  wets  actually  pro- 
nounced; and  secondly,  to  a  case  where  the  defend- 
ant's knowledge  that  the  order  had  been  pronounced, 
proceeded  solely  from  information (c):  in  one  case(6r). 
Lord  Eldon  observed,  that  if  the  party  admitted  that 
he  believed  the  order  was  made,  the  principle  was 
the  same,  as  if  his  belief  was  formed,  from  informa- 
tion short  of  actual  service ;  and  that  there  would 
be  authority  enough  to  apply  the  practice,  if  the 
defendant  would  not  swear ^  that  he  did  not  believe^  the 
order  was  pronounced.  It  had  been  objected,  that 
the  solicitor  might  falsely  represent  that  the  order 
had  been  made :  his  Lordship,  however,  considered 
it  a  sufficient  answer  to  that  objection,  that  a  solicitor 
intimating  that  fact  without  foundation,  would  be 
liable  to  be  struck  off  the  rolls,  to  make  satisfaction 
to  the  injured  party,  and  to  an  indictment  (e). 


(a)  Vide  Bishop  v.  Jessop,  Cary,  114?. 
(i)  Pengree'^.  Jonas,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  141. 

(c)  Osborne  (should  be  Hearne)  v.  Tenant,  14  Ves.  136.  James 
V,  Downes,  18  Ves.  322.     Scott  v.  Becher,  4  Price,  352* 

(d)  Kimpton  v.  Eve,  2  V.  &  B.  349. 

(e)  See  also  the  cases  where  personal  service,  as  a  foundation 

f2 
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Efeet  of  the  The  Iiijunctidn  issued  for  default  of  tkfi  defendant 
junoiol  ^^^  either  in  appearing  or  answering,  is  called  the  Com- 
nwi  Injunction.  The  effect  of  this  order  is.materially 

different  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  from  wh^^t  ifc  is  in 

the  Court  of  Exchequer  («)• 
Effect  qf  the      According  to  the  practice  of  the  Exchequer,  where 
Common  In-  ^j^^  cause  of  actiou  arises  in  London,  or  within  five 

junction  m  ' 

the  Ex-  miles  of  it,  at  whaterer,  period  of  the  cause  at  law  it 
c  equer.       iggues,  the  common  ii\]unctax)n  restrains  the  party 

from  aUJurtkerptocee^ings  (h).  It  is  the  same  in. a 
country  cauaeji  where  the  bill  is  filed  in  Michaelmas 
or  Easter  ( teitns ;  but  in  the  two  issuable  terms,  if 
the  plaintiff  at  law  has  sp  &r  proceeded  in  his  action, 
that  he  can  compel  a  plea  by  entering  up  judgment  . 
for  want  of  it,  he  may  proceed  to  join  issue ;  if  not, 
the  injunction  restrains  him  from  proceeding  further 
in  the  action  (c). 
Effect  of  the  ^^  *^®  Court  of  Chancery,  where  a  declaration 
Common  In-  has  not  been  delivered,  the  iniunction  restrains  all 

junction  m  »  j 

Chancery,     proceedmgs  "whatever;  the  principle  being,  that  the 

court,  in  favour  of  personal  liberty,  will  not  permit 
tibe  plaintiff  at  law,  while  under  the  imputation  of 
laches  for  not  putting  in  his  answer,  to  take  the 
person  of  his  debtor  immediately  (rf)  j  but  where  the 
declaration  has  been  delivered,  the  plaintiff  at  law 


for  process  of  contempt,  has  been  dispensed  with,  Rider  v.  Kidder, 
10  Yes.  202.  De  Manneville  v.  De  Manneville,  ib.  203.  Henley 
V.  Brooke,  and  Edwards  c.  Poole,  cit.  ib.  , 

(fl)  Vide  post,  Appendix  V.  VI.  VIL  , 

(h)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  220. 

(c)  Ibid.  218,  219. 

(d)  16  Ves.  143. 
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may  proceed!  IdtriUH  the  injiinction  tWnbttiy  stdj^ing  Efid$  ^tU 
execuHon^a).  -         •  .  -  i-   :;    -   '  ^^^^ 

This  distinction  arises  from  a  constroctioAV^Mch 


iTT-MH  tfW*     - 


has  been  given  to  the  following  clause,  #W*fl»'fe  What  acts 

°  (     amount  to  a 

always  inserted  at  the  end  of  the  writ  whidh  issu^k  breach  of  the 
in  the  Cburt  of  Chancery:  ** But  nevetthdfess  the  ^So^:^""' 
said  defendant  is  at  liberty  to  call  for  a  plea,  and  to        ,..,.. 
proceed  to  trial  thereon;  and  for  want  of  a  plea  *  ^ 

to  enter  up  judgment,  but  e^tecution  is  hereby 
stayed  (A),"  It  has  been  contended,  that  by  virtue 
of  this  proviso,  the  delivery  of  a  declaration  was  no 
breach  of  the  injunction ;  and  Lont  Macclesfield 
observed,  that  if  it  had  not  been  for  some'rl^soliitions 
to  the  contrary,  he  should  have  thought  so,  since  by 
the  very  terms  of  the  order,  the  plaintiff  is  at  liberty 
to  proceed  to  trial ;  and  the  delivery  of  the  declara- 
tion, &c.  is  an  incident,  without  which,  there  can 
be  no  trial  (c).  The  construction,  however,  has 
always  been,  that  it  only  applies  to  a  person  in  a 
condition  to  demand  a  plea;  and  that  if  the  action  at 
law  has  not  been  commenced  when  the  order  for 
the  injunction  is  made,  the  plaintiff  at  law,  notwith- 
standing these  words,  is  not  at  liberty  to  take  any 
step,  which  will  enable  him  to  demand  a  plea  (d). 
"  It  has  also  been  determined,  that  IJie  woi^ds  ^*Jbr 
default  qfplea^^  mean  for  default  of  an  issuable  plea ; 
and  further,  that  as  the  plaintiff  may,  by  the  express 
tettffs,  try  an  issue  cm  thej/Sic/;  byithe  same  reason 

(fl)  Harr,  Ch,  Pr.  541.  k  Turn.  Ch,  Pr.  862. 
(A)  Post,  Appendix  V.  VI. 
(c)  3  P.  W.  147.  a- 

((£)  Sidney  w.  Hetherington^  3  P.  W.  147.  n.    Bullen  w,  Ovey> 
16  Ves.  141,    Mills  v.  Cobby,  1  Meriv.  3. 
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Effect  of  the  he  may  try  an  issue  at  law.     Accordingly  where  a 
junction.    '  defendant  at  law  had  put  in  a  frivolous  plea,  to  which 

the  defendant  in  equity  had  demurred,  and  obtained 

judgment ;  it  was  contended,  that  this  was  a  breach 
of  the  injunction,  it  being  only  in  one  case,  viz.  *^for 
default  of  plea  (ay*  that  the  defendant  might  enter  up 
judgment;  and  here  it  was  said,  there  was  no  want 
of  a  plea ;  Lord  Macclesfield,  however,  was  clearly 
of  opinion  that  this  was  no  contempt,  since  a  frivolous 
plea  is  as  no  plea  (A). 

The  construction  also  given  to  the  words  "  to  enter 
up  judgment  has  been,  that  they  apply  to  Skjftnal 
judgment:  all  that  the  court  intends  to  restrain  is 
Execution.  The  plaintiff  may  proceed  so  far,  as 
to  be  able  to  take  out  execution,  the  instapt  that 
the  injunction  is  dissolved  j  therefore  after  an  inter- 
locutory  judgment,  as  by  default,  or  on  demurrer, 
the  plaintiff  at  law  may  go  on  to  ascertain  his  da- 
mages (c).  Where  the  defendant  in  equity  had  brought 
an  action  against  the  plaintiff  as  executor,  and  on 
plene  administravit  pleaded,  took  judgment  de  bonis 
testatoris  cum  acciderint^  and  afterwards  took  out  a 
scire  facias  in  order  to  inquire  after  assets ;  it  was 
said  that  the  scire  facias  was  in  the  nature  of  a  new 
action  after  judgment ;  and  that  this  was  a  breach  of 
the  injunction,  being  a  proceeding  after  judgment: 
Lord  King,  however,  lield,  that  it  was  no  breach, 
being  only  a  contijiuation  of  the  old  action  on  the 
same  record,  and  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding. 


(a)  Morris  ».  Hankey,  S  P.  W.  146. 

(b)  Sidney  v.  Hetherington,  3  P.  W.  147.  n," 

(c)  3  P.  W.  147. 
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after  an  interlocutory  judgment,  to  a  final  one  (a).  Ejgect  of  the 
And  where  an  injunction  having  been  obtained  to  j^^ction. 

restrain  the  defendant  from  proceeding  on  an  award 

for  payment  of  money,  which  had  been  made  a  rule 
of  the  court  of  King's  Bench,  the  defendant  applied 
to  that  court  for  an  attachment  for  non-performance 
of  the  award,  and  obtained  a  rule  to  show  cause : 
LfOrd  Rosslyn  was  of  opinion,  that,  by  analogy  to 
the  practice,  which,  where  an  action  has  been  actually 
commenced,  permits  a  party  to  go  on  to  trial  and 
judgment,  and  only  stays  execution;  the  making 
the  award,  a  rule  of  court,  which  had  been  done  before 
the  injunction,  was  to  be  considered  as  the  com- 
mencement of  the  proceeding ;  apd  that  the  defend-^ 
ant  might  not  only  obtain  a  rule  to  show  cause ;  but 
might  even  have  gone  on  to  make  his  rule  absolute, 
without  being  guilty  of  a  breach  of  the  injunction, 
provided  he  did  not  execute  the  attachment  (ft).  It  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  cite  a  case,  to  show  that  it  is 
not  a  breach  to  show  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  new 
trial  (c) ;  but  where  an  injunction  had  been  obtained 
to  restrain  the  defendant  from  taking  possession 
under  a  verdict  which  he  had  obtained  in  ejectment; 
and  previous  to  the  issuing  the  injunction,  the  costs 
of  the  action  had  been  taxed,  and  a  writ  of  possession 
executed :  the  plaintiff  at  law  having  afterwards  pro- 
cured an  attachment  for  non-payment  of  the  costs 
taxed,  was  considered  by  Lord  Eldon  as  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  the  injunction  (rf).   But  where,  an  injunc- 

(a)  Morrice  v.  Hankey,  3  P.  W.  14?6. 

(b)  Eranco  v,  Franco>  2  Cox,  420. 

(c)  Whitmore  v.  Thornton,  3  Price,  231. 

(d)  Partbgton  v.  Booth,  3  Meriv,  148. 
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Efi^i  C**^\tibii  'havihte'liti^'bbtilnea  hy  m  obligor  in  a  joint 
>!jrfJ-^^^^^^  ^  bill,  to  which  the  co- 

^-^  obligoi^^^ai;  riot  a  pkrty,*  Execution  was  afterwards 

t^  ^t^^n^  a  jbihk  Jiia^nt;  but  the  obligee 
'  g«vg<itdtic8%  the  ilieriffAf  ^"tli^  'il^tii«Hk;>  toftl  dt- 
r^a*J9ft#t^td  takfe  the  plaintiff  inieqiiity}  'upitti- 
thg<qttfestidli<WlitetH«  tMs  Mras  ^  breath  ^f'^hfeinjililfc. 
titrtj'li6i*a  EJMon  oteerVf^di'that'wberi  th*  ihofidtt'. 
wiifim'matfei  hei^dtt^ft  i^h^adyj-  ^Atth&^mU » 
o^^fexecoition  giVei'^t  ifte^^eriff'withodt  any  JftJ' 
strtictiond;  witsi,  H^oh  his  receipt  of  it,  a  comtnand 
of  the  lawUo'teke  the  defendant;  and  whether  the 
sheriff  did"  or 'did  not  take  him,  it  would  be  a  pro- 
cceding :  if;  however,  a  direction  was  given  to  the 
sheri!^^  not  to  proceed  against  the  person  of  that 
defendant,  with  notice  of  the  injunction  restraining 
an^  proceedings  against  him;  that  defendant  was 
named  in  the  writ  proformd^  and  ex  necessitate  ;  and 
it  was  'in  sikbstance,  a  proceeding  against  the  other 
defendant  only,  and  not  a  breach  of  the  injunc- 
tion ^a); 

It'  is  stated  in  a  case  in  Vernon  (i),  that  an  in- 
junction does  not  prevent  an  entry:  this  is,  how- 
ei^fer,  denied  by  Lord  Alvanley  (c),  and  is  obviously 
etrdiieous. 
Proceeding        It  Is  now  clearly  settled,  that  any  proceeding 
or  sheriff.       ^th'er  iagainst  the  Bail  or  the  Sheriff,  is  a  breach  of 

trie'  common  injunction.    This  practice,  which  is 
irregular,  originated  with  Lord  Thurlow  (d);  be- 

(a)  Chaplin  v.  Cooper^  1  V.  &  B.  16. 

(b)  Tilley  v.  Bridge,  2  Vern.  519. 

(c)  Curtis  V.  Curtis,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  6S1. 

(d)  3  Meriv.  234. 
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fore  that  period  the  Bail  or  Sheriff  were  forced  to  Mect^the 
file  a  bill.    In  a  case,  indeed,  where  bail  had  been  j^^^^^  ^^' 

put  in  below,  and  after  the  common  injunction^  the 

defendant  took  an  assignment  of  the  bail  bond,  and 
wi^9,  proceediBg  upon  it ;  Lord  Hardwicke,  upon  a 
motipn  jto  i^tay  proceedings  upon  the  bail  bond,  took 
a  di^tiiMltiaii,  that  where  bail  is  put  in  above,  an  in« 
jupittio))  to  stay,  proceedings  against  the  principal 
e;iljteili4s:^tq  .prcpqseding^  ^^^^%.  th^  Bail,  because 
you  cannot,,  in  tl^e  casej^  l)ail[  ,^^ove,  proceed 
against  the  Bail  till  you  have  against  tb^  principal ; 
but  he  thought  it  otherwise  where  bail  i^  only  put 
in  below,  for  there  the  plaintiff  has  his  election  to 
proceed  on  the  bail  bond :  his  Lordship,  however, 
after  some  deliberation,  granted  the  injunction  (//). 
This  distinction  seems  now  disregarded,  and  any 
proceeding  against  the  Bail  is  a  bi^each  of  the  com* 
mon  injunction  (&). 

It  is  the  same  as  to  proceeding  against  the 
Sheriff:  thus  after  bail  excepted  to,  ruling  the 
Sheriff  to  bring  in  the  body  (c),  or  to  pay  over 
money  levied  by  him  (cQ,  is  a  breach.  It  was  also 
determined  by  Lord  Thurlow,  that  where  an  in- 
junction has  been  obtained  after  execution  executed, 
it  is  a  breach  to  call  upon  the  Sheriff  to  pay  over 
the  money;  though  his  Lordship  added,  that  if  the 
Sheriff  voluntarily  paid  the  money,  he  thought  that 
it  would  not  have  been  a  breach  (e).     So  accord- 

(a)  Stone  «;.  Tuffin^  Amb.  32. 

(h)  Kennet  v.  Dalton,  1  Fowl.  Ex*  Pr.  230.    Leonard  v.  Attwell> 
17  Ves.  385.    Chaplin  v.  Cooper,  1  V.  &  B.  19. 
(c)  Bullen  v.  Ovey,  16  Ves,  141. 
((/)  Bolt  V.  Stanway,  2  Anst.  556. 
{e)  Anon.  cit.  3  Meriv,  234. 
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Effect  of  the  ing  tp  the  jDodem  practice^  whereby  the  necessity 
.ScC/"'  of.  making  the  Sheriff  a  party  is  dispensed  with  j 

Lord  Eldon  observedi  that,  if  the  goods  were  not 

yet  out  of  the  hands  of  the  Sheriff,  if  he  proceeded 
to  sell  without  process,  he  would  be  ordered  to 
pay  the  money  into  courts  and  as  the  act  of  the 
§heriff  cannot  vary  the  rights  of  the  parties,  his 
Lordship  thought,  that  if  he  voluntarily  paid  over 
the  money,  the  party  receiving  it  would  be  ordered 
to  pay  it  into  court  (a). 

There  is  a  decision  upon  this  subject  in  the  Ex- 
chequer (6),  where  the  doctrine  was  carried  to  a  con- 
siderable e:$:tent  j  the  authority  of  it  has  been  strongly 
questioned  by  Lord  Eldon,  but  it  is  to  be  observed, 
that  it  was  in  a  case  (c)  where  the  point  was  not  under 
consideration ;  and  the  modem  doctrine,  though  irre- 
gular and  unfounded  in  principle,  was  not  recalled  to 
his  Lordship's  recollection.  In  the  principal  case»  the 
defendant  bad  taken  out  execution,  and  the  Sheriff 
had  levied  before  the  injunction  issued :  the  Sheriff 
refused  to  pay  over  the  money  levied,  and  the  de- 
fendant commenced  an  action  against  him  for  money 
had  and  received  to  his  use.  Upon  a  motion  for  an 
attachment  against  the  defendant  for  this  proceeding 
as  a  breach  of  the  injunction,  it  was  contended  that 
the  Sheriff  was  not  a  party,  nor  was  any  injunction 
prayed  as  to  him ;  that  the  application  was  too  late, 
for  the  Sheriff  having  levied,  is  bound  immediately 
to  pay  over,  and  had  received  for  the  defendant.  The 
court,  however,  said,  that  though  the  words  of  the 


(a)  Franklyn  v.  Thomas,  3  Men  234. 
{b)  Bolt  V.  Stanway,  2  Anstr.  556. 
I  (c)  Iveson  v.  Harris,  7  Ves.  257. 
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injunction  were  only  against  proceeding  in  the  action  Efkct  of  the 
against  the  plaintiff,  yet  the  clear  meaning  of  it  was,  ^?^^^  ^^' 
to  prevent  the  defendant's  having  any  benefit  g£  that  -.— — 
suit,  while  the  injunction  subsisted.  That  the  pro- 
per mode  of  compelling  a  Sheriff  to  pay  over  the 
money  levied  is  by  a  rule  agsdnst  him :  had  that  been 
done,  it  would  clearly  have  been  a  breach  of  the  in- 
j  unction  •  The  circuitous  and  improper  mode  of  suing* 
the  Sfaeriffin  a  fresh  action,  could  not,  it  was  said,  give 
the  defendant  a  better  claim :  that  a  sheriff  levying 
goods  is  not  a  stranger  to  Idie  suit :  the  writ  under 
which  he  levies,  and  the  return  to  it,  are  parts  of 
the  suit^  and  any  mode  of  compelling  him  to  make 
snch  return,  or  to  complete  the  execution,  was  in 
sense  and  spirit  a  proceeding  in  the  action  and  a 
violation  of  the  injunction . 

An  injunction,  however  erroneously  granted,  is  commitment 
an  order  of  court,  and  must  be  obeyed  {a) ;  if,  there-  ^'^^  breach, 
fore,  the  defendant  or  his  attorney  are  guilty  of  a 
breach  of  the  injunction,  it  is  a  contempt  which  the 
court  will  punish.  The  practice  formerly  was,  that 
upon  affidavit  of  the  service  of  the  injunction,  an 
attachment  issued  for  the  breach  of  it.  If  the  de- 
fendant was  arrested  on  the  attachment,  and  entered 
his  appearance  with  the  register,  interrogatories  were 
filed  and  exhibited  against  him,  to  which  he  must 
answer  on  oath :  if  he  denied  the  service,  the  other 
party  might  examine  witnesses  to  prove  it :  if  proved, 
the  court  committed  him,  and  made  him  pay  all 
costs  and  charges  before  he  could  be  discharged  (ft). 

(a)  Woodward  v.  King,  2  Ch.  Ca.  203.    Marquis  of  Downshire 
V.  Lady  Sandys,  6  Ves.  109.     Partington  v.  Booth,  3  Meriv.  149. 
{b)  Harr.  Ch.  Pr.  552. 
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Egeci^jhei  TH^ 'fntiflfem  pracitice,  hotirever,  is,  where  thie  pa^^^ 
iZtim^''^  klh^ilJttidrilptfor  breach  <if  the  injunction,  to  giVi^ 
'!!!1!!1 —  ^^^j_  ttf^fe>'l«Wiofr,  nol^fchat'the  defendant  should 

^ov?^i*i!s4'"^hyfee''sh<rtrfd  not  bfe  ^committed  («) ; 
but'ifikt'^lii  »%  stand  ymmittedVor  btdiih  of  thfe  iSft'- 
junfetidrf,' Which  is  linoved  Upon  aflSdaVit  of  tJitf  serViW 
bf  the  irijuiietion.  If  the  other  side  is  not  prepartfd 
to  deferidPfhe  motion,  ihe  tfdurt  usually  gives  kiKf 
to  show  cause  agaitist 'it,  ahd  then  upon  hearing  the 
affidavits  on  both  sides,  decides  whether  the  porlr^ 
is  guilty  of  the  breach :  if  he  be  guilty,  the  court 
makes  an  order  ibt  his  commitment,  and  he  will  liot 
be  discharged  unless  he  pays  the  adverse  party  his 
costs  (li)i  But  where  the  breach  is  n^ot  wilfUl  br 
contemptuous,  the  court  is  generally  satisfied* by 
merely  making  the  party  pay  the  costs  (c). 


'•;. ' 


CasM  in  the  It  hasi  beep  seen,  that  by  tjie  practic^.pf  the  Qoxti^ 

wher/thr  pf  ,E:(,cbequer,  the  injunc^pn  ifx  m^^y  tja^es-  stay^  ^l 

K  pe?.  ^^^^^  proceedings,  .at  whatever,  ^^|^:ip4^  of  %  fn^f^ 

mitted  to  ' ftt  Jawit ipay  have  issued..  Caaep,  Jb^^vjir^yi^^y  i^eqj^pl^ 

ceSn'^ex-*'  f^"^  where,  pending  an  injun<?tiwv  th^  i^t*WtH>»iflf 
tent,  not-      ^^e  pontiff  9^  law  is  such,  as  to  indue?  ii^  (^u^,\p 

th?\n5»c°^  fl^wnil^  ijim  ,tp,pj:p,ceed  a  certain  length  in  h»  ?P|JW?, 
tion.  j^ij}ith>tan4ing  thp  injvmption.  .  "^^  _W^fir,  is 

(a)  6  Ves.  488.  ' 

'      (4)  Hanr.  Ch,  Pr.  552. 

(c)  Bulien  v.  Ovey,  16  Ves.  141.    Leonard  r.  Attwell,  17  Ves. 
385.    Partington  v.  Booth,  sup. 
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always  done  with  a  stay  of  ,^eci»ti9a(<t). .  !^i^]?^)¥l^qr(B  W^f^  e^f^^ 
the  defendaat  upon  puttii^  infiis  answer  hadpbta^ned  ju'rkHon. 
fjp^e  .usual  order»  to  dissolve,  the  iajunction  iiplps?  — i"""^" — 
cfiuse  sbpwi3^^  no  exceptjiop^  wece  tali^n  to  th^.,^* 
swer*  hut  ihfd .  plaintiff,  m  wder  to  keep  tb^t  ifljuppr 
l;ipn.alive^  delayed  tibe  twie  of  showing  jcau^efo^  a 
iweek*  undertaking  then  to  show  cause  qpo];i  the 
mf^^ts.   As  this,  delay,  prevented  the  plaintiff  ^t  lawt 
j|{^  trying  hi^  cause  ^i^)tlf fit  ^tjenn^  so  as  to  have 
|ii%ineiit  of.  the  term,  thft  coji^  ffraiited  a  motion 
/fly,  leave  to  igpive  notifse  of  trial  w(tw4thsj;anding  the 
jfliiuiiction  ()&)f .  4jw1  whwfi.  a  bill  had  thfiW  filed  aft^r 
.a  verdict,  in  order  to  be  reUeved*  again^)^  :^:  and  for 
^  injunction ;  x)n  the  last  day  of  the  <kerm>  the  de- 
/ond^t  having  put  in  his  answer^  obtain?|lttf^^  usual 
order  to  dissolve,  unless  cause  was  shown  at.  the 
sittings,  when  exceptions  were  shown  for  cause,  but 
wliich  by  the  course  of  the  court  could  not  be  argued 
until  the  following  term,  the  court,  upon  motion,         * 
permitted  the  defendant  in  the  meantime  to  take  his 
costs,  and  enter  up  judgment  at  law,  with  a  stay 
of  execution,  notwithstanding  the  injunction  (c).    ...  „,,^  , 
Where  the  plaintiff  in  equity  has  brought  a  writ  of  •  •'- 

error  on  a  judgment  at  law,  the  court  upon  a  motion  ! :,,  ..IJ 
^of  course  will  gi*int  an  order  that  the  defendant  sh(ail  ;^^  ♦  '^^^^ 
*bri»«tlibferty'to^rttc66d'£o  non-pros  the  writ  of  ertor,  I'^  \vi-lvl\ 


•dntt^'affirih  liis  ^juagmeftt  'nbtAfrithstand^  .f''\  ^!";'* 


ynihnBJafljiw 

grkWEM^i&i'st  tw piaftaff iri%h^im^ti^mmi,  "^^^ 


(a)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  290.  .^.<5^  ^^7  ^  (j^. 

(b)  Wallaw  v.  Wright,  ib.  293;      .(  ^.,,  >   „^f|  ^a^ 

(c)  Randolph  f.TombSyib. ^90.  ,,.>    .  i  , 

(d)  Ib.  291.  ^  .     ..  . 
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Injunciion  h  leave  WEB  given  to  the  defendant  to  proceed  to  exa- 
*/^^  mine  him  there  upon  interrogatoriesi  notwithstand- 

ing the  injunction  (a).  But  where  the  answer  has 
come  in  so  recently,  that  it  could  not  appear,  whether 
it  was  full  or  not,  the  motion  was  refused  (b).  And 
An  general  it  will  not  be  granted,  unless  some  reason 
be  given,  for  dispensing  with  the  ordinary  rule ;  there- 
jfore  where  a  plaintiff  at  law,  having  proceeded  so  far 
with  his  action  that  it  might  be  tried  at  the  sittings 
after  term,  and  presuming  that  the  injunction  would 
be  dissolved  thejast  day  of  term  when  the  plaintiff 
in  equity  was  to  show  cause,  had  applied  to  be  per- 
•.mitted  to  give  notice  of  trial  for  the  sittings  after 
.term,  the  court  refused  the  motion  (c). 


Common  In-      When  the  plaintiff  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  (or  in 

extended  to   t^^^e  causes,  in  the  Exchequer,  where  the  injunc- 

stay  trial.       tion  does  not  stay  all  further  proceedings)  thinks, 

'  that  the  discovery  to  be  derived  from  the  defendant's 

answer,  or  from  the  depositions  of  witnesses  abroad, 

will  be  material  to  his  defence  at  law,  he  must  make 

a  special  application  to  Stat/  Trial  till  the  answer 

.comes  in,  or  till  the  return  of  the  commission.   This 

motion  must  be  made  on  a  notice  specifying  the 

nature  of  the  application ;  an  affidavit  of  the  ser- 

vice   of  it   must  be   made,   and  also   an  affidavit 

(a)  Simmons  v.  Mulling,  Bunb.  182. 

(b)  Howes  V.  Griffin,  ib. 

(c)  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  v.  Andre,  ib.  292. 
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verifying  the  plaintiff's  casei  and  stating  ^is- ex-  InjuncHohfo 
pectations  of  discovery  from  the  defendant's  an-  ^^^    °' 
swer  (a). 

Upon  the  principle  upon  which  this  motion  is 
usually  granted,  it  was  determined  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  in  a  case  where  the  plaintiff  applying  for  a 
commission  to  examine  witnesses  abroad,  appeared 
from  the  facts  of  his  case  to  be  entitled  to  it;  that 
although  the  answers  of  the  defendants  had  come 
in,  yet  that  the  plaintiff. wa^  entitled  to  the  injunc- 
tion to  stay  trial,  till  the  return  of  the  commission,  as 
a  necessary  consequence  of  his  right  to  it  (11).  So 
also  where  there  were  more  defendants  than  one, 
and  the  plaintiff  stated  in  his  affidavit  that  the  an- 
swer of  the  other  defendants  was  material  to  his 
defence  at  law,  a  motion  to  dissolve  an  injunction 
to  stay  trial  upon  the  coming  in  of  the  answer  of 
one  of  the  defendants  only,  was  refused  with  costs  (c). 
In  a  case  in  the  Exchequer  where  an  injunction  had 
been  continued  till  the  answers,  of  the  only  two 
defendants  who  had  not  answered,  should  come  in ; 
one  of  them  put  in  his  answer,  swearing  that  the 
other  knew  little  or  nothing  of  the  transaction,  and 
obtained  the  common  order  rusi  to  dissolve :  this 
order  having  been  discharged  for  irregularity,  a 
motion  was  made  three  days  afterwards  that  the  de- 
fendant who  had  answered  might  proceed  to  trial 
notwithstanding  the  injunction;  but  it  appearing 
that  the  defendant,  who  had  not  answered,  was  ma- 


(fl)  1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  364. 

{b)  Nichol  V.  Verelst,  7  Bro.  P.  C.  245.  Ed.  Toml,  vol.  iv.  416. 

(c)  White  «.  Steinwacks,  19  Ves.  84. 
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Imftmeii&n  to  teridDy  concerned  in  the  transaction^  the  court  said 
*^^^*      he  ought  first  to  answer  (a). 

An  answer  filed,  is  a  sufiicient  objection  to  this 
motion ;  but  where  the  defendant  submitted  to  ex- 
ceptions, the  order  was  made ;  an  insufficient  answer 
being  as  no  answer  (6). 

The. motion  cannot  be  made  on  the  same  day,  or 
at  the  same  seal,  with  the  motion  for  the  common 
injunction,  which  ought  to  be  previously  obtained  (c). 
The  effect  of  granting  such  an  application,  as  oh- 
served  by  Lord  Eldon,  would  be  a  surprise  upon  the 
defendant,  operating  the  utmost  injustice ;  for,  ac- 
cording to  the  present  practice,  he  may  reason  thus, 
that  he  has  so  many  days  to  answer,  and  there  must 
be  so  many  days  before  the  trial :  he  will  therefore 
take  more  time,  as  the  only  inconvenience  will  be 
that  execution  and  not  trial  will  be  stayed,  and  be- 
tween the  two  motions  his  answer  will  come  in,  and 
he  will  get  rid  of  the  inconvenience  of  staying  exe- 
cution; whereas  in  the  mode  contended  for,  it 
might  be  said,  that  if  he  had  known  the  effect  of  his 
not  putting  in  his  answer  sooner,  it  should  have 
come  in.  The  defendant  would  thus  be  deprived  of 
the  benefit  of  that  diligence,  which  would  have  pre- 
vented the  first  order  (rf). 

But,  if  there  are  circumstances,  which  would  render 
the  cqperation  of  this  rule  inequitable,  an  injunction 
to  stay  trial  will  be  granted,  although  the  common 

(a^  Rowcroft  v.  Donaldson,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  286. 

(b)  Bishton  v.  Birch,  1  V.  &  B.  366. 

(c)  Wnght  V.  Braine,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  87.  2  Cox,  232.  Garlick 
V,  Pearson,  10  Ves.  450. 

{d)  10  Ves.  452. 
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i^neikm  has  vMbemi^fbmhBid.*  'a8(^^wteei«!Pd^ifM»ilr^/^^^ 
had  been  put  in,  the  argunwat  of  -  which  ^ad^bnAi  f^^^^- ' 
pQsl^oned^  in  oon^^ijadnce  of  the  absence  0i  th4  de- 
fi^Miant^s  counsel,  and  the  defendaait,  upon  its  beis^ 
flftetwards  overruled,  put  in  din  answer,  before  the 
plaintiff  could  move  for  the  conunon  injunctiofi. 
Upon  a  motion  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  going 
to  trial,  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  and 
his  solicitor,  that  it  was  impossible  to  obtain  an 
office  copy  of  the  answer  in  time  to  attend  therewith 
at  the  trial.  Lord  £ldon  made  the  order,  upon  the 
ground  that  if  the  demurrer  had  been  firgued  at  the 
time  when  it  stood  in  the  paper,  the  plaintiff,  upon 
its  being  overruled,  might  immediately  have  put 
himself  in  possession  of  the  common  injunction, 
and  have  regularly  proceeded  to  extend  it  to  stay 
trial  (tf). 

There  seems  to  have  been  great  fluctuatioh  in  the  Affidavits 
practice,  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  Affidavk  necessary  to 

extend 

by  which  this  application  is  to  be  supported.  It  the  Common 
was  once  said,  that  it  ought  to  state  the  specific  l^^^J^^^l^^] 
iUcwery  expected  (h).  This  strictness  was,  however, 
seon  departed  from,  and  succeeded  by  so  great  ^ 
d^ree  of  la^y,  that  it  became  sufficient  if  the 
plaintiff  swore,  that  he  was  advised  and  bdlieved^  iMulif 
hg€fmld  notf^i^h/*prCfceed  to  d  trial,  uAHIthe  dfjfmd^ 
antihad.put  in  his  answer.  This  was ' uhdwSHiod-  *d 
be  the  usual  form  (c),  and  accordingly  iti  a  c&Se  in 
the  Exchequer,   where  the  terms  of  the  affidavit 

(a)  Raphael  v.  Birdwood^  3  Meriv.  229.  n. 

(b)  Hartley  v,  Hobson,  2  Dick.  728.     Farrar  v.  Lewis^  tb.  729. 

(c)  Jones  V,  — ,  8  Ves.  46.     Partington  v.  Hobson,  16  Ves. 
220. 

G 
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Injunction  to  wei'e,  tliat  the  plaintiiF  ea^ects  that  the  answer  will 

disclose  a  material  discovery,  and  is  advised  that  he 
<;annot  safely  go  to  trial  without  it,  the  court  held 
the  affidavit  insufficient,  merely  on  the  ground  that 
the  word  expect,  was  substituted,  for  the  usual  term 
beUeve  (a).  In  one  case  it  was  even  granted  upon  so 
slight  an  affidavit,  as  that  the  plaintiff  is  advised  and 
believes,  that  important  discoveri/  may  be  obtained 
from  the  defendant's  answer,  which,  if  a  true  answer, 
will  enable  platTiUffto  de^d  himself  at  law  (6).  Lord 
Thurlow  put  one  limitation  upon  the  rule,  holding, 
that  although  this  affidavit  was  generally  sufficient, 
yet,  if  the- defendant  was  abroad,  that  it: should  state  a 
special  ground  to  show,  that  the  discovery  required 
from  him  was  material  (c),  and  there  were  instances, 
in  which  Lord  Rosslyn  refused  the  application,  be- 
cause the  affidavit  did  not  state,  that  the  plaintiff 
expected  that  the  discovery  would  be  material  {d). 
The  practice,  however,  continued  so  unsettled,  that 
so  late  as  the  case  of  Partington  v.  Hobson  {e\  the 
application  was  granted  upon  the  old  form,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  advised  and  believes  that  he  cannot  sq^ly 
go  to  trictt  until  the  answer.  In  the  case,  however,  of 
Appleyard  v.  Seton  (f),  which  occurred  a  few  days 
afterwards.  Lord  Eldon,  upon  re-considering  the  sub- 
ject, said,  that  the  old  practice  was  wrong,  and  ought 

T 

(fl)  Eix  V.  Zang,  cit.  16  Ves.  221. 
{b)  Nelthorpe  v.  Law,  13  Ves.  393. 

(c)  Revet  v.  Brahim,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  640.    Wright  v.  Braine,  3 
C.  as?.    2  Cox,  232. 
(rf)  16  Ves.  222. 
(e)  16  Ves.  220. 
(/)  lb.  223. 
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to  be  alterediU  lil!ieit'thtfii|daiiitiffi!i>(Stating^Vtbat  he  Injunaion  to 
oknn6t  ta£ali^,gQ/:tDi^inBi\'9^^  b.BOt  ^  ^^  ^^^  ' 

iekMDiugh^as itun^uy^ bo'tini&vthatlie  camiot^afeljgo to 
teilalJbitherwithioar.5vi(lhout«the  ans^^  :  that  hfiiought 
ta  statte.that  ihefbelievestthat  thestfiswer^wUli  furnish 
£acoiqgrji  materiai  to  his:  dqferice  in  the  action^    , 

I  IWrdbctdrie  ^hu&iesliabiUshed  has  been  ^im^  re- 
xogniaed  and  approved  by  seinecal ,  oases  (la),  in  one 
of  wJnchstfae  prinxsiple  isthisavfitated  by  Lord  JElldon. 
'^^  Hhe.  plaintiff  states,  by  affidavit  that  he  m  advised 
aaiMl'Vearilyi believes  he  cannot  safbly. go  to.  trial  with- 
out the  ^answer  4  and  proceeds* to  a<Y)ar  th^t  he  verily 
beHei^es  the  ^answer  will  produce  discoyery.material  to 
the>j.tist  trial  of- the  actdon.  The  c<^ui?t  never  exa- 
miner howi  far  that  affidavit  is  well  founded^  except 
toi  this,  extent,  that  if  the  defendant  alleges  that  the 
^plaintiff  has  by  his  bill  stated  a  case^  which,,  ad- 
mittiisrg  >the  whole  to  be  true,  would  not  injbrpduce 
e\4denceior  a  discovery  that  could  possibly  be .  jiija- 
terial  at  ihe  trial :  the  injunction,  as  it  could  be  pf 
no  use  to  the  plaintiff,  would  not  be  granted  und^r 
such  circumstances.  On  the  other  hand,.^f  .t^^e.an- 
swer,  supposing  it  to  admit  the  faqts  alleged  by  the 
bill)  will  produce .  what  may  be  material,  the  court 
does  not' go: into  the  copsideratipn  hqw  f^r  it  may 
haviC'  effect^  as  the  defendant  p,t  law  may.  have  ^  great 
deal  of  other  evidence  than  that  of  which  the  bill 
seeks  a  discoyery ;  and  the  whole  may  be  taken  to- 
gether ;  in  other  words,  the  court  trusts  the  affidavit 
of  the  plaintiff  instead  of  itself  trying  the  merits  at 

(a)  Earnshaw  v.  Thornhill,  18  Ves.  4-88.    White  v.  Steinwacks, 
19  Ves.  84.     Bishton  v.  Birch,  2  V.  &  B.  41. 
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Injunction  to  Uw,  unl^as  ii  appears  clenrly  on  the  face  of  the  bill 
^^■y  ^^^'      that  the  discovery  will  be  immaterial  («)." 

The  subject  has  since  undergone  much  discussion 
in  some  recent  cases  before  Sir  J.  Leach,  in  wliich 
his  HonouTi  though  he  considered  himself  bound  by 
the  precedent  in  Appleyard  t;«  Seton,  expressed  a 
wish  to  see  still  greater  strictnessi  in  the  form  of  the 
affidavit.  He  thought  that  it  ought  not  only  to  state^ 
that  the  discovery  expected  from  the  answer,  will  be 
material  to  the  plaintiff's  defence,  but  that  the  plain- 
tiff should  swe^r  that  he  believes  that  the  answer, 
together  with  the  other  evidence  to  be  adduced, 
would  constitute  a  good  defefice  at  law  (&)•  Mr.  Bell 
observed,  that  he  understood  that  the  present  opinion 
of  Lord  Eldon  was  the  same :  it  will  therefore  be 
safer  in  practice  to  frame  the  affidavit,  if  possible, 
accordingly. 

It  has  already  been  noticed,  that  after  a  decree 
for  the  administration  of  assets,  the  court  wUl  ex- 
tend the  common  injunction  against  a  creditor  pro- 
ceeding at  law  to  stay  trial  without  requiring  an 
affidavit  (c). 

It  is  no  objection  that  the  affidavit  was  filed  only  the 
day  before  the  motion,  it  being  one  of  those  affidavits 
which  cannot  be  answered  (J).  But  if  the  applica- 
tion is  made  immediately  before  the  assizes,  or  if 
there  has  been  any  laches  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
in  equity,  it  will  be  refused*  Thus  where  the  action 
was  brought  in  September,  and  the  commission  day 

(a)  19  Ves.  84,  85. 
»        (b)  Killing  v.  Killing,  21  June,  1820. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  32. 

(d)  Jones  v.  — ,  8  Ves.  46. 
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at  Lancaster  being  on  the  18th  of  Marchi  the  motioti  Injunction  to 
by  a  continuation  of  the  general  seal  was  made  on  ^^^ 
the  19th,  Lofd  Erskine  refused  the  application,  the 
defendant  having  declined  to  give  security  for  the 
costs  (ay.  In  another  case,  an  actioh  had  been  com*- 
menced  in  1816,  and  the  plaintiff  in  July^  I8I7, 
obtained  a  verdict,  and  a  new  trial  having  been 
ordered  oli  the  21st  of  January,  1818,  on  the  9th 
February  the  defendant  at  law  filed  a  bill  for  the 
production  of  docuxAents  (which  he  had  given  notice 
to  the  plaintiff  to  produce  at  the  trial,  but  which 
were  not  then  produced),  and  obtained  the  common 
injunction.  The  commission  day  at  York  was  on 
the  7th  of  March,  and  on  the  28th  of  February  a 
motion  was  made  before  Sir  J.  Leach  to  extend  the 
injunction  to  stay  trial,  which  his  Honour  upon  the 
ground  of  the  delay,  and  the  trial  being  so  near, 
refused  with  costs  (i).  This  motion  on  being  brought 
on  appeal  before  Lord  Eldon,  received  a  similar 
decision  (c). 


If  the  plaintiff  in  equity  requires  the  testimony  of  Commission 
witnesses  residing  abroad  in  defence  of  the  action  J^i^^^^"^ 
at  law,  a  commission  for  that  purpose  will  be  granted  abroad, 
upon  motion*     An  affidavit  is  necessary,  similar  to 
that  required  upon  the  motion  to  stay  trial  till  after 
the  defendant's  answer  (d)* 

In  consequence  of  the  difference  in  the  practice  of 

(a)  Blacoe  v.  Wilkinson,  13  Ves.  454*. 

(b)  Field  v.  Beaumont,  3  Madd.  102. 

(c)  1  Swanst.  304. 
{d)  19Vcs.  376. 
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Commiiwn 
to  examine 
tvitnesses 
abroad* 


the  two  courts,  a  distinction  prevails  as  to  the  period 
qfihe  cause  in  which  this  motion  must  be  made.  In 
the  Exchequer,  it  cannot  be  made,  till  after  answer  [a) : 
in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  other  hand,  when 
the  object  of  the  suit  is  merely  to  obtain  evidence 
for  an  action,  it  will  be  granted  before  answer  (b). 

There  are  two  cases  in  which  it  appears  that  a  boih- 
mission  was  ordered  before  aiiswer,  where  the  bill  tiot 
only  prayed  a  commission  to  examine  witnesses,  btit 
also  equitable  r^Uef(c).  'Hord  Eldon  has,  however;  ac- 
counted for  these  Orders,  as  bfeing  made  in  cases  of  that 
description,  in  which  the  equitatble  reKef,  although 
prayed,  is  never  finally  given ;  the  on^being  an  action 
for  freight^  the  other  iiplon  policies  of  iii^(iraiice(rf). 
Causes  of  this  natui-e  We  extremely  contnion  in' 'the 
Exchequer,  upon  the  form  of  the  record,  indfe^d, 
cases  for  eitjuitable  relief  (the. bill  representing  the 
policy  to  have  been  obtained  by  misreptesentatiion, 
&c,  and  praying  that  it  may  be  defclared  void,  '4hd 
may  be  delivered  up ;)  but  when  the  discovery,  aiid 
the  examination  of  witnesses  abroad,  have  been  ob- 
tained, instead  of  proceeding  to  a  hearing,  the  prac- 
tice is,  that  the  court  hears  no  more  of  it,  except  by 
a  motion  to  dissolve  the  injunction,'  the  jpdrty  having 
the  means  of  satisfactorily  trying  the  catise  at  law  (e). 

It  does  not  appear  from  either  of  the  reprtrtsf '  ef 
Noble  b.' Garland,  whether  the  dfefeilda*nt  Wai^%i 
contempt :  in  tjie  other  two  cases  before  Lord  Eldon, 


(a)  Lowther  v,  Whorwood,  Bunb.  120.    Drummond  v.  Ohlsen, 
2  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  63. 

(b)  Noble  r.  Garland,  19  Ves.  372.     Coop.  222. 

(c)  Foderingham  v,  Wilson,  ib.  n^    Yates  v.  Barker,  ib. 

(d)  19  Ves.  377. 

(e)  Ibid.  376. 
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an  injunction  had  been  obtained  for  want  of  an  CwmUsnon 
answer.     It  has  been  laid  down  in  a  recent  case,  by  toUnesses 
Sir  J.  Leach,  that  this  motion  cannot  be  made  unless  «*^oarf. 
the  defendant  is  in  contempt,  or  has  answered.    His 
Honour  said,  that  until  the  defendant  had  answered, 
there  was  no  issue  tendered  in  the  cause,  nor  any 
matter  in  dispute  between  the  parties;  and  there- 
fore that  previous  depositions  were  in  the  nature 
of  voluntary  aflSLdavits :   but  that  if  the  defendant 
was  in  contempt,  the  plaintiff  should,  notwithstand- 
ing, have  his  commission;  for  otherwise  he  might 
lose  his  testimony  by  the  default  of  the  defendant  (a). 

Upon  this  motion  it  is  necessary  that  some  wit- 
ness, whom  it  is  intended  to  examine,  should  be 
named;  unle3S  the  party  moving,  is  plaintiff,  both 
at  law  and. equity,  and  therefore  moving  in  his  own 
delay  (b).  Mr.  Fowler  mentions  a  motion  for  a 
commission  to  examine  witnesses  in  America,  with- 
out prejudice  to  an  injunction ;  but  as  the  affidavit 
did  not  name  any  of  the  witnesses,  nor  the  point  of 
evidence  to  which  they  could  depose,  nor  that  the 
witnesses  were  aged  and  infirm,  and  not  likely  to 
live  until  an  examination  could  take  place,  the  motion 
was  refused  with  costs  (c). 

It  has  been  stated  to  be  the  practice  in  the  Ex- 
chequer, that  a  commission  will  not  be  granted, 
pending  an  injunction,  unless  the  money  be  paid  into 
court }  but  this  is  not  required  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery {d). 

(a)  King  v.  Allen,  4  Mad.  247. 

(b)  Berthoud  v.  Cousins^  2  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  65. 

(c)  Kensington  v.  White,  2  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr,  81. 
(rf)  Cock  *j.  Donovan,  3  V.  &  B.  76. 
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Motion  to 
dissolve, 


,     . ,  CHAPTER  V. 

*  •  • 

Of  the  Motion  to  dissolve  Injunctions  to  stay  Proceedings 
atLaWi  and  ivhat  Cause  mat/  be  shown  against  it. 

^^^^i^^t         Where  an  injunction  has  issued  irregularly^  the 
in  the  order,  defendant  is  entitled  to  have  the  order  discharged  j 

but  any  act  of  his  founded  upon  it,  is  a  waver  of  the 
irregularity,  and  an  affirmance  of  the  existence  of  a 
regular  injunction  (a\    It  has  accordingly  been  de- 
termined, that  a  defect  in  the  injunction  will  be 
cured,  by  the  defendant  putting  in  his  answer,  and 
moving  to  dissolve  (b) :  but  irregularity  is  not  waved 
by  merely  moving  for  time  to  answer  (c). 
Injunction     '    Als  Soon  as  the  defendant  has  put  in  his  answer,  he 
dissolved  be-  ^^  entitled  to  move  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  unless 
foreaogwer.,  eause  is  shown  to  the  contrary.     Upon  this  motion 

it  i^  immaterial  how  long  the  answer  has  be?n  in 
before  the  motion,  as  the  plaintiff  has  a  day  to  show 
cau^e  given  him  (rf).  The  motion  cannot  be  made 
bifoYe  an^er;  it  was  attempted  in  a  case  in  the 
Exchequer,  where  the  plaintiff  at  law  resided  abroad, 
a'fed  it  was  proposed  by  his  counsel  to  read  an  affidavit 
in  support  of  the  motion,  but  the  court  refused  the 
application  {e). 

{a)  2  Ves.  22. 

(5)  Davile  v.  Peacock,  l^amard.  Ch.  Rep.  27. 

(c)'  Travers  v.  Lord  StaflFord,  2  Ves.  20. 

{d)  2  V.  &  B.  42. 

(c)  Snow  V.  Cameron,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  282, 
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If  the  injunction  bas  been  obtained  upon  an  at-  Motum  i6 
tachment  for  want  of  appearance  «  answer,  thfe  ^"*^^' 


defendant's  clerk  in  court  shoidd  pay  or  tender  the  Costs  of  at- 
costs  of  the  attachment  to  the  plaintiff's  clerk  in  ***™®"'*  _ 

^  must  be  first 

court,  which  are  ten  shillings ;  and  as  soon  as  the  paid, 
answer  is  filed  he  may  move  that  the  injunction  be 
dissolved,  unless  the  plaintiff  or  his  clerk  in  court, 
having  notice  thereof,  show  to  the  court  good  cause 
to  the  contrary  {a).  There  is  a  note  of  a  case  in 
Bunbury,  in  which  an  injunction  was  continued,  be* 
cause  the  defendant  had  not  signed  his  answer  (h). 

This  motion,  though  a  motion  of  course  (c),  can,  How  moved, 
it  is  said,  only  be  made  in  open  court  (^,  and  the 
brief  of  it  must  be  put  into  counsel's  hands,  not 
later  than  the  first  day  of  the  seal,  and  therefore  an 
order  obtained,  where  this  has  not  been  done,  will 
be  discharged  with  costs  for  irregularity  (e). 

If  there  are  several  defendants,  the  court  will^  in  if  several 
general,  not  dissolve  the  injunction,  till  all  have  atu  defendants, 
swered  ffj.     However,  where  a  bill   is  brought  wUl  not  be 
against  a  cestuy  que  trust  and  trustee,  and  the  trustee  ^*^^^^  ^ 
will  not  answer,  it  is  not  uncommon  to  dissolve  the  answered, 
injunction  on  the  motion  of  the  cestuy  que  trust  (jg\ 

There  is  an  instance  also,  of  an  exception  to 
this  rule,  in  a  case  before  Lord  Eldon.  An  in* 
junction  had  been  obtained  to  restrain  several  de« 

(fl)  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  547- 1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  28S. 
{b)  Anon.  Bunb.  251. 

(c)  1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  S70. 1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  283. 
(<0  2V.&B.*1S. 
(e)  Sharp  V.  Ashton>  2  v.  &  B.  412. 

{/)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  284.    Boheme  v.  Porter,  Barnard.  Ch.  Rep. 
352.    Rowcroft  v.  Donaldson,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  286. 
(g)  Mose.  355. 
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^lotion  ta  fen6imt§%'  Qonaislang  .of  the  assignees,  of  some  bank- 
^^^  ^'  rupt  partners,  a«d  the^  partil^s  remaiBing.  solvent, 
from  proceedii^g*  att  law  upoa  a  verdict,  vhiehr they 
had  obtained.  The :  solvent ,  partnejis  i  baling  put 
in  their  .adswer,  bad  obtained  the  con:iink>n  order 
nisif  although  ^  the  other  defendants  had  not  an- 
swered. XiOrdtEldon  w^  of  opinion,  that  cases  might 
«xist,  where  the  circufn^taince  of  some  of  the  de- 
fendants not  haivlngipuifin  their  answer,  would  not 
he  a  sufiicdent  gtowd  agltuist  dissolving  the  injunc- 
tion. His  LordsJupi  however,  did  not  determine  it 
then,  as  exieeptioiiB  w^e^^taken  to  the  answer.  The 
solvent  partqecs;  afterwards*  put  in  a  further  answer, 
and  tbeiaasigmees  put,  in  their  answer,  to  who^h  ex- 
ceptions were  taken.  The  solvent  partners  i  after- 
wards obtained  an  ocder  hm  to  dissolve  the  injunc- 
tion only  as  against  them^  which  was  made  .absolute. 
They  then  obtained  an  order  nisi  for  dissolving  the 
injunction  against  all  the  defendants,  although  the 
assignees  had  not  put  in  their  further  answer  to  the 
exceptions,  and  Lord  Eldon,  upon  |;he  motion  to  make 
that  order  absolute,  declared  .bis  opinion,  that  it  was 
competent  for  the  solvent  partners;  to  make  this 
motion,  but  .that  the  injunction: could  not  be  dis- 
solved* pending  the  exceptions  to  the.  apsw^r  of  the 
assignees  (a),  ,  .:    . 

,  There  is  aisangular  case  reported  in  MQS^y(b)  of 
a  motion,  to  dissolve  an  injunction  against  a  trustee, 
jmade  bj  f^cestuy  que  trust,  who  was  no  party  to  the 
^aiise^  but  which  seems  justified  by  the  collusion  of 
the  trustee  with  the  plaintiff  in  equity.  Lord  Delvin 

(a)  Joseph  v.  Doubleday,  1  V.  &  B.  ^Q?- 

{b)  Lord  Delvin  v,  Smyth,  Mose.  354;.  ^ 
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executed  a'botid  for4O0/l  fo  Smyth^^'ti^  bdtik^  at  Motion  to'- f^ 
Paris.  -Sltiyth 'Assigned' it  fbr'valtiable^omidGraitioR  "^^^^^ 


to  Creagh^  of '  whkfh  Lord  Ddvln  hadndticev  iCi^Miglk 
having  btxMigfat  an  action  in  the  name  of  Snaytin,  imd 
having  oi)td!}ned  a  verditit^uponthe  bond,  LordDelvin 
filed  a  bill  agairist  Smyth;  suggesting  thai^Sfilj^  was 
more  indebted  to  him  <o]^  aecountj  thiMi< 'the  i  money 
due  on  the  bond,  and  ctrtflitidd  the  common^ injunc- 
tion. Lord  Deivin  having  <' obtained  an  order  to 
'  amend,  but  hafvifnglain^^il^  d^e^ehoefaonth,  Creagh 
brought  a'^bill  charging ''CfdluaiNid  between  Lord 
Deivin  and  "Smyth,  who  was'^nlif  >lli$'Jt»#U6tee,  and 
that  Lord  DdVm  did  iiotimak6%iftn''a|uirt79  though 
he  had  notice  of  the  assignmekiti  Creagb  moved  to 
dissolve  l^iei  injunction  in  iJhe  cau«e  of  Lord  Deivin 
V.  Smyth,  and  though  it  was  objected  thaifc^i^his  was 
a  motion  by  one  who  was  nonparty  to  the  cause^  and 
that  Greagh  should  have  taken  earo  to  'getiin  the 
answer  of  Smyth,  his  trustee,  yet  Sir  J^  Jekyll,  upon 
the  groiind  of  the  collusion  between  Lord  Delvm 
and  Smyth,  which  was  inBufficiendy  denied,  in  the 
answer  of  the  former,  <  «nd  upon  aiffidcivit»  i  of ^  ovef - 
tures  of  satisfkctk>n  and'  ps^moient  by  instaiments 
made  to  Greagh  'by  Lord  Deivin,  dissolved*  the  in- 
junction, upon  the  term»  of  Greagh  giving .  security, 
to  appear  to  the  original  bill  if  Lord  DelviD>m»jdd 
make  hkyra<  party,  and  abide  the  older  of  the  court 
at  the  heafrtng.  i 

It  has  been  stated  in  argument  at  the  bar,  that  Whether, 
although*  •&  bankrupt  has  no  interest,  the  plaintiff  is  ^^^^^s  ^de 
entitled  to  Wing  him  before  the  court,  and  have  his  a  party  to  a 
answer ;  that,  if  necessary  to  obtain  an  injunction  hLasignees, 
against  assignees,  the  plaintiff  may  make  the  bankrupt  ^  ^"^*^^r 
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Motim  to     &  party  t  and  the  court  will  noL  en  the  answer  of  th« 

'        assignees  that  they  know  nothing  of  the  matter,  dia- 

dissolved  be-  solve  the  injunction,  which  is  retained  until  the  bank<- 

'rJt^.    nipt',  answer  comes  in,  ^cfa,  it  wafl>ai^  might  be 

swer  come  *  '  '  '       o 

in.  read  agbinst  the  assignees  in  support  of  the  injunct- 

tion,  though  perhaps  not  at  the  hearing  (^i).  Hiis^ 
which  was  stated  to  be  the  current  opinion  of  the  bar, 
receives  confirmation  from  the  doctrine,  laid  down  \^ 
Lord  Redesdale,  as  Mlows:  *' A  bankrupt  made  ^ 
party  to  a  bill  against  his  assignees,  touching  his  estate; 
may  demur  to  the  relief,  all  his  interest  being  trani^ 
ferred  to  his  assignees,  but  it  seems  to  have  been 
generally  understood,  that  if  any  discovery  is  soiltght 
of  his  acts  before  he  becomes  a  bankrupt,  be  must 
answer  to  that  part  of  the  bill  for  the  sakef  of  dis^ 
covery,  and  to  assist  the  plaintiff  in  obtaming  proof, 
though  his  answer  cannot  be  read  against  his  as^ 
signees,  and  otherwise  the  bankruptcy  might  entirely 
defeat  justice  (6)/*  Sir  T,  Eiumer,  also,  observed, 
that  there  T^ras  great  convenience  in  the  doctrine 
stated  at  the  bar,  as  in  such  a  case  all  the  transact 
tion  may  be  known  to  the  bankrupt  alond,  and  the 
party  seeking  relief  would-  be  entirely  deprived  of 
it,  as  fat  as  regards  the  injunctibn^  if  &  discovery 
could  Bot  be  obtained,  fbom  the  only  party  haidng  a 
knowledge  of  the  transaction  (c).  The  question^ 
however,  remaitis  in  doubt,  as  the  dkta  and  authorities 
are  at  variance.  His  Honour,  in  the  above  cited  oUA^i 
after  an  elaborate  review  of  the  doctrine,  notided'thte 
difficulty  of  conceiving  how  a  bankrupt's  tfns#e)f  ec^il 

(a)  1  v.  &  B.  5^. 

(«)  Tr.  Ch.  PL  142,  143. 

(c)  Whitworth  v.  Davis,  2  V.  &  B.  5^5. 
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be  read  againathia  assignees  eveafor  the  purpose  of  Motion  to 
an  injunction,  where  it  could  clearly  Qot  be  read        ^' 


agakist  them  at  the  hearing;  and  at  the  siime  time 
e^^ressed  an  opinion  (though,  as  it  waa  not  necessary 
for  the  decision  of  the  case,  he  stated  it  merely  as  the 
result  of  his  inquiries,  and  not  as  opposing  his  opinion 
to  the  prevailing  practice),  that  a  bankrupt  was  not 
one  of  those  persons  included  in  the  exception  to  the 
general  rule,  that  a  mere  witness  cannot  he  made  a 
party  to  a  suit.  And  the  point  has  been  determined 
in  the  Exchequer  upon  a  demurrer  by  a  bankrupt  to 
a  bill  for  a  discovery,  in  aid  of  an  action  at  law,  and 
for  an  injunction  in  the  m^an  time  (a)»?  r  . 

It  may  here  be  notice^ds .  that,  if  an  ord^  ^as  been  Order  to 
obtained  extending  the  common  injunction  to  stay  ^^^  ^^ 
trialt  this  order  cannot  be  discharged  separately  discharged 
upon  the  cpming  in  of  the  answer,  and  the  injunc-  ®®P*™^®  y- 
ti<m  be  dissolved,  so  far  as  it  extends  to  stay  trial 
only 9    In  an  application  for  this  purpose  it  if^as  con- 
tended that  this  was  a  distinct  substantive  prder, 
obtained  upon  affidaviti  and  that  the  plaintiff  having 
gained  the  diaicovery  he  noughts  ought  not  to.  refuse 
to  go  to  trials     Lord  EldpD»  however,  observed, 
that  the  ordeYi  w^h  reference  to  the  future  i^Y>gress 
of  ii^fi  c«u9$5  put  the  plaintiff  at  law.  in  precisely  the 
saroR4t»atiofl  as  if  the  bill  had  been  filed  befpre  the 
m^tkm  cowm^QQedi  that  thq  praotice  ought  to  be 
kept  whole..    It  might  be  just  as  inconvenient  not 
to  be  permitted  to  commence  an  actions  as^  jko  b^ 
restrained  from  proceeding  in  it ;  and,  that,  a|S  in  thq 
one  case,  the  plaintiff  at  law  was  not  at  liberty  to 

(a)  Griffin  v.  Archer,  2  Anst,  478. 
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Motion  to      commence  an  action,  so  in  the  present  case,  he  ought 
'^*^*^^^^'      ^  not  to  be  pemiitted  to^'pwceed  to  trial,  until  the 

sufficiency  of  the  answer  was  proved  in  the  usual 
way,  viz.  by  the  order  wiw,  subject  to  showing  ex- 
ceptions for  cause,  or  cause  upon  the  merits  (a) : 
in  a  subsequent  case  his  Lordship  expressed  a  similar 
opinion  (&)•  Lord  Eldon,  in  these  cases,  laid  great 
stress  upon  the  circumstance,  that  among  the  numer- 
ous cases  that  had  occurred  of  injunctions  extended 
to  stay  trial,  he  did  not  recollect,  either  in  the  books, 
or  in  practice,  a  single  instance  of  an  application  to 
dissolve  an 'iilj  unction  so  far  as  it  restrained  the 
trial,  disttoeCi  >  from  an  application  to  dissolve  it 
generally^  ^1^).  •  Where  si  specifal  injutieti6n  has  been 
granted^ '^#r  anmevi  restraining  tb^  de&ndant  from 
proceednig  to  trial  till  the  further  order  ^oftht  courts 


« I  '  •  '      »  «  ,  J 


(a)  Earnshaw  o.  TborahiU,  18  Ves.  485. 

(i)  Biflhton .«?-  Birch,  2  V.  &  B.  40. 

(c)  The  author  has  remarked  a  case,  cited  for  another  purpose 
from  the  Register  book,  in  which  such  an  application  appears  to 
have  been  granted.  Although  it  cannot  shake  the  authority  of 
lliese  determinations  <^Lord  EMon,  (bunded,  as  they  are,  upon 
lihd  soundast  reason^  yet  it  may  not  betkte)e»i^tto.*npti€e  it. 
,  Xhia  ^plaintiSs  ha4  obtained  the  con^oon  it^ifij^^iippi^fm  fhe  3d  of 
February,  1738>  which  was  a  Saturday:  the  defendant  not  having 
put  in  his  ^swer,  they  moved  to  extend  the  injunction  to  stay 
trials  but  the  defendant's  counsel  stating  that  the  answer  would 
be  trnfiiT  on  ^titajy  the  court  made  haolrder/i  On^e  6th  of 
February,  the  answer  not  havmg  been  pot  in,  the  ^bintilfa  venewed 
the  motion,  which  was  granted.  On  the  12th,  the  defendant  having- 
put  in  his  answer,  moved  to  discharge  that  order  only,  which, 
upoa  hearing  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  and  the  defendant's  answer 
read,  was  discharged  accordingly.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  v. 
Barker,  1  V.  &  B.  367. 
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there  can  be.rio  objection  to  the  injunction  being  Motion  to 
dissolved  so  far  as  it  extends,  to  stay  trial  only  (a).      ^^^^^ 


The  Order  nisi  must  be  entered  and. drawn  up,  Order mW. 
and  served  on  the  plaintiffs  clerk  in  court.  If  on 
the  day  appointed  to  show  cause,  no  cause  is  shown, 
the  injunction  will  be  dissolved  of  course,  on  motion, 
and  production  of  an  affidavit  of  service  of  the 
order  (&)•  The  time  within  which  cause  is  to  be 
shown  is  four  days,  but  the  plaintiff  is  usually  in- 
dulged with  a  short  time  upon  his  undertaking  not 
to  except,  but  to  show  cause  upon  the  merits. 

The  reason  why  this  is  an  order  nisi^  is,  not  that  the 
plaintiff  may  have  time  generaUy,  but  merely  that  he 
may  have  time  to  look  into  the  answer,  and  consider 
whether  he  will  take  exceptions  or  show  cause  upon 
the  merits.  It  has,  therefore,  been  decided  where 
exceptions  have  been  taken,  and  the  answer  has  been 
found  suflScient,  that  it  is  not  necessary  again  to 
obtain  the  order  nisi,  the  defendant  may  then  move 
to  dissolve  tlie  injunction  in  the  first  instance ;  as 
it  is  plain  that  from  taking  the  exceptions,  he  has 
already  obtained  the  necessary  information  (c).  Lord 
Eldon,  in  another  case  which  has  been  already  noticed 
upon  another  point,  considered  the  plaintiff,  who  had 
taken  exceptions,  as  having  precluded  hims^f  from 

the  benefit  of  the  order  nisi  (d). 

.it.  ,  ■ 

,  . ,.  (a)  Raphael  v.  Birdwood,  1  Swa.  228. 

(6)  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  547. 

(c)  Lacy  v.  Hornby,  2  V.  &  B.  291. 

(d)  Bishton  v.  Birch,  2  V.  &  B.  44. 
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^ , « 


Caiae  If  a  plea  is  ordered  to  stand  for  an  answer,  with 

^Mnr,  •  *'    liberty  to  except,  the  defendant  cannot  move  to  dis- 

•  solve  the  injunction  absolutely;  he  can  only  move,  as 

upon  coming  in  of  an  answer,  that  it  may  be  dissolvea 
nisi  (a).  But  if  a  plea  is  allowed^  he  may  move  ta 
dissolve  absolutely  iii  the  first  instance  (5). 


.  i 


■»«*«»«w^w*- 


The  plaintiff  may  show  for  cause  against  dissolving 
the  injunction, 
imperti-  igj  ^^^j^  the  answer  is  Impertinent    The  early 

nence* 

decisions;  both  of  Lord  Thurlow  and  Lord  Kenyon 
upon  this  point,  were  to  th6  contrary  (c).    It  has,' 
however,  been  since  repeatedly  determined,  bofh'ih^ 
the  court  of  Chancery  and  in  the  Exchequer,  thati 
a  reference  of  the  answer  for  Impertinence  is  good 
catt8e(^) ;  for  as  exceptions  taken  to  the  answer  wavd 
the  objections  for  impertinence,  there  must  be  ^^ 
judgment  upon  the  reference  for  impertinence,  be- 
fore there  can  be  a  judgment  upon  the  reference  for 
insuffidettcy:  as  the  court  does  not  know  what  the^ 
answer  is,  until  the  question  of  impertinence  has  been 
disposed  of  (e).    As  exceptions  may  therefore  be 

la)  CHhotn  v«  Cowp^r^  Mose.  198. 

(i)  PhiUipg  V.  Langham^  cit.  2  Dick.  537. 

(c)  Milner  v,  Golding,  2  Dick.  672.    Henry  v,  — ,  ib.  . 

(d)  Kenny  v.  Barnwell,  2  Cox,  26.  Hurst  v.  Thomas,  2  Anst. 
591.  Swayne  v.  Mills,  1  Fowl.  277.  Shendon  v.  Carpenter,  cit. 
12  Ves.  18.  Fisher  t;.  Bayley,  ib.  Goodinge  v,  Woodham,  14 
Ves.  534. 

(e)  And  till  lately  the  answer  might  be  referred  to  different 
Masters,  one  of  whom  might  strike  out  great  part  of  the  answer 
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shown  for  cause,  all  proceedings  necessarily  pre-;  Cau$e 
ceding  them  must  also  be  sufficient  cause  (a).  The  «^^. 
plaintiff  is  usually  put  upon  the  terms  of  obtaining  — — 
the  report  in  four  days  (h\  or  sometimes  a  week  (c). 
It  is  not  necessary  that  the  order  fi^  referring  the 
answer  should  be  previously  obtained ;  the  motioti 
for  the  reference  may  be  made  at  the  time  of  showing 
cause :  the  court  will  not  presume  that  the  order  will 
not  be  drawn  up,  and  if  any  unnecessary  delay  should 
take  place,  the  defendant  may  apply  to  the  court  {d). 
If  the  Master  reports  the  answer  to  be  not  imp^tinenU 
the  injunction  is  gone,  and  exceptions  to  his  report 
cannot  be  shown  as  cause  against  dissolving  (e). 
In  the  late  case  of  Raphael  v^  Birdwood  (fj^  Lord 
Eldon  observed,  that  the  Master's  judgment  on  the 
question  of  impertinence  must,  at  least  without  r^er-> 
ence  to  the  inquiry  whether  there  is  further  imper- 
tinence, be  taken  in  injunction  cases  to  have  the  same 
weight  as  his  judgment  with  regard  to  sufficiency  qr, 


as  impertment,  while  the  other  thinking  that  not  inperti^ei^ 
would  consider  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiei^cj  of  the  answer, 
upon  the  notion  that  all  would  stand  part  of  it.    Pellew  v.         , 

6  Ves.  ^56.  Thomas  v. ,  14  Ves.  537.  Goodinge  v.  WoodHattn,  * 

ib.  536.  Lacy  v.  Hornby,  2  V.  &  B.  293.  This,  however,  has  been 
remedied  by  a  late  order  of  court,  directing  that  all  references  6f 
answerB  shall  be  made  to  the  same  Master.  lO  March,  ISI^. 
I  Swanst.  128.  ' 

(a)  12  Ves.  19. 

{b)  4.  Mad.  237. 

(c)  14  Ves.  534. 

(d)U  Ves.  536. 

(e)  Corson  v.  Stirling^  Coop.  93. 

ff}  I  Swanst.  228. 

H 


Ill  r-T  I, |t 
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Cause  insufficiency ;  and  as  with  regard  to  sufficiency  his 

*Sui»^.  "*    report  terminated  the  injunction,  although  the  court 

afterwards  differed  from  him ;  his  report  on  imper- 
tinence  (without  reference  to  the  question  whether 
there  was  farther  impertinence),  must  impose  on 
the  plaintiff  an  obligation  to  except  for  insufficiency 
immediately. 

This  subject  was  discussed  in  the  late  case  of 
Dansey  v.  Brown  (a),  where  the  plaintiff  having  been 
put  upon  the  terms  of  obtaining  the  report  within 
four  days,  and  the  report  not  having  been  obtained 
within  that  time,  the  injunction  was  dissolved ;  the 
Master  having  afterwards  reported  that  the  answer 
was  impertinent,  a  motion  was  made  to  revive ;  and  it 
was  contended  that,  by  analogy  to  the  rule,  that  where 
an  answer  is  reported  to  be  insufficient,  the  plaintiff 
may  move  to  revive,  the  same  thing  might  be  done 
where  the  answer  is  reported  impertinent.  It  was  said, 
on  the  other  sidcj  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff 
to  move  to  expunge  the  impertinence ;  that  the  in- 
junction was  not  to  be  revived,  and  the  plaintiff  to 
be  at  liberty,  for  an  unlimited  period,  to  prevent  the 
defendant  moving  to  dissolve,  merely  because  the 
plaintiff  had  not  expunged  the  impertinence ;  after 
which  the  plaintiff  might  move  to  refer  the  answer 
for  insufficiency.  Sir  J.  Leach  observed,  that  although 
if  an  answer  be  reported  insufficient,  the  party  might 
immediately  put  in  a  further  answer,  and  again  mov6 
to  dissolve ;  yet  if  an  answer  was.  reported  impev" 
tinent,  the  defendant  had  no  means  of  immediately 
proceeding,  but  was  in  the  power  of  the  plaintiff, 

{a)  4  Mad.  237. 
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who  alone  could  move  to  expunge:  th^impi^rtinencei  ^^^^  •  .   » 
His  Honour  accordingly  held,  that  the  linjunctioa  solving. 

could  not  be  revived  on  .the  ground  of  impertinence.  "- 

.  It. must,  however,  be  observed,  that  great  part  of  -- 
the  argument  upon  which  this  decision  is. founded, 
is  taken  away  by  a.  determination  in  a  case, ,  which 
was  unfortunately  not  cited  on  that  occasion*  It 
was  there  determined,  that  although,  pending  the 
r^erence^  the  defendant  could  not  move  to  dissolve^ 
since  at  that  time  it  could  not  appear  what  part  of 
the  answer  was  to  remain  on  record,  yet  that,  as 
the  Master's  report  pointed  out  the  impertinent 
matter,  it  was  not  necessary  to  have  it  actually  e.r- 
pmiged  before  the  order  was  moved  for  (ja). 

The  above  decisions  only  relate  to  references  for  Scandal. 
Impertinence ;  tha:e  is  no  determination  as  to  the 
effect  of  a  reference  for  Scandal  alone.  There  is, 
indeed,  a  difference  between  the  two,  as  a  reference 
for  scandal  may  be  obtained  in  any  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings, and  is  not  waived,  like  a  reference  for  im- 
pertinence, by  a  reference  for  insufficiency.  It  is, 
however,  generally  understood  that  a  reference  for 
scandal  alone,  is  sufficient  cause  against  dissolving 
an  injunction. 

2dly.  The  plaintiff  may  show  for  cause,,  that  he  Exceptions. 
has  taken  Exceptions  to  the  answer. 

.  It  is  generally  laid  down,  that  the  exceptions  ought 
to  be  actually  filed  (&).  But,  though  a  mere  allega- 
tion that  the  answer  is  insufficient,  is  not  a  ground 
to  continue  an  injunction  (c),  yet  the  court  will  allow 

(a)  Kenny  v,  Barnwell,  2  Cox,  26. 

(h)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg,  241.     1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  371. 

(c)  I  Ves.  454. 

H  2 
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C«i»^- '^^  >    exceptions  to  be  shown  for  cause,  thougli  none  are 

i^^A^         actually  on  the  file,  upon  the  plamtift^s  undertaking 

to  nle  them  immediateiT  (a). 

When  to  be        Jn  the  Court  of  Chancery  exceptions  must  be  filed, 

where  the  answer  has  been  filed  in  term,  dtner  in 
trie  same  term  or  within  eight  days  aiierwards ;'  if 
tlie  answei*  has  been  filed  in  vacation,  within  eight 
days  after  the  beginning  of  the  followirig  term  ^il). 
In  the  Exchequer  the  exceptions  must"  be  put  in 
within  four  days  withiti  ^^tlie  term  next  after  the 
coming  in  of  ^hie  jiiiswer  (c).  But  bott'  courts  will 
permit  the  plaiDtift  to  file  exceptions  nunc  pro  tunc  as 
of  course,  if  the  application  be  within' tWo  terms,  and 
the  following  vacation^  aiia  afterwards,  lipori  specikl 
application  (rf).  '  •'/.:..     ...ly 

Practice  as  The  practice,  as  to  the  course  of  proceeding  after 
exception  the  exceptions  have  been  filed,  varies  considerably  In 
m  Chancery,  ^be  two  courts.     In  the  Court  of  Chancery,  wh^fe 

exceptions  are  shown  as  cause,  counsel  must  he 
instructed  to  do  so,  on  the  defendant's  moving  to 
dissolve  the  injunction  absolutely.  The  pliaintii!^  as 
in  the  case  of  impertinence,  is  then  compelled  to 
'obtain  the  Master's  report  within  a  reasonable  time, 
Stated  in  the  books  to  be  sometimes  a  %eek,  but 
gene|*ally  four  days(e).  This  time  is,'  nowever,  ffe- 
'  frequently  extended  by  courtesy  (/jJ   '^- '"i  ='''^ 

(a)  2  Meriv.  479. 
nr  (6)  tHannsott,  Ch..IV.'I97y    ;  '  '  a       /      *„^ 

«(»  (•€);.2IFowL>£ardh.Pk.  2«  '?'    r  ! .- v  htufi  I 

(d)  Anon*  9'  Atk.  ISi  .  ThoRUi»  o.  lJi^TC%%^/gMYf$^  ^- 
Goodinge  v.  Woodhams.  14  Vep.^36.  Thotkum  v^^^^ifjf^^^Fowl. 
Exch.  Pr.  8.     Dyer  v.  Dyer,  1  Meriv,  1.      j     .  .         | 

(0  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  241.    Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  547.     I  Turn.  Ch. 
Pr.  371,  372. 
(/)  2  V.  &  B.  40. 


h 
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If  the  Master  reports  the  answer  sufficient^  the  re-  ^«««» 
J^.ftM^<  9P^*t^s  «JJ0  &<rto  to  dissolve  the  injunction  w^^^^^.^  .  „ 
And  where  the  injunction  Jhas  been  oy  order  ex-  ■>**"<^"' 

^_  .  1    1   -        .        ..,.-.     .^\  ''Uj*-'^  i'v^'^'^'J  ui'if'l  Sill  oV       "     ' 


.   I 


'  J  •  •  '     • .  (    •    '  /     r 


•'I      »     .J. 


^\^)erstructure^  also. removed  (i).  , 

,^  y!Vlthoi^g|i  it.majr  be  inferred^  from  a  passage  in^a  Injunction 
.  )^lu4^le  bpok  of  pract^^'^^^^^^  plaintiff  tly  JortedTby 

.  jtakinff  exceptions  tp  the  Master^s  report  may  uphold  exceptions 

'V/'    ^f^- '  ^    }ii-     '    ..  .     :>//^Mi.  ^utj   U.  .>   -^     ^     „     to  Master's 

the  Injunction,  jet  the  contrary  |]as  been  repeatedly  report. 

. determined j^  ,Lor4  Eldpn  observing^  {^V^.a  case  of 

^jpressjng  injustice  must  be  shoWn,  to  call  upon  the 
court  to  revive,  on  the  mere  ground,  that  exceptions 
af^.  taKeii  to  the  report:  that,  upon  general  prin- 
j^iplps,  there  was  much  less  mischief,  in  considering    --•■•     j  », 

^^he  Master's  report  conclusive,  than  in  having  ex- 
^^^eptions  upon  exceptions,  first  to  the  answer,  then 

^^o  the  Master's  report,  then  in  the  shape  of  a  re- 
he^ing,  and»  lastly,  an  appeal  to  the  House  of 
Lords  (eQ.  This  point  had  been  long  before  de* 
t^jniin^d  by  Lord  Rossl^,  when  it  was  said  that 

^,|:lfe  meaning  of  the  plaintiff's  undertaking,  to  pro- 

j;^r^  th^^  ^taster's  report  in  four  days,  was,  that  he 

will  procure  the  Master's  report  of  the  insufficiena/ 

qf  the  defendant's  anmer  within  that  time.     T^hat 

•  ♦      It 

>  V 

(a)  2  V.  &  B.  42.    2  Meriv.  479.    Walter  t).  fttwseMBuril).  30. 
Hutchinson  v.  Markham,  2  Mad.  Rep*  365.  Peyto  i^^'HtnUoii,  cit. 
'is.  oVfefniHng' tire?  jpassage  ctmtra  in  Hinde,  p;  598.   i  h  /    p. 
"'•(*)  Bifehton  v.'Wtrchy  2  V.  &  B,  40.  u  . ;-.,  i 

(c)  1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  372.       '  '  -      ij^.J 

'  (^  i  V.  &  B.563.    2  Meriv.  479.  '        y 
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Cause  ' 
agm^st  Mf' 
solving. 


'  tJtfienvise  it  Vould  melrely  furnish  the  plaintiff  with 
further  means  of  delay,  and  there  would'  be  excep- 
•  tiotis  to  a  Master's  report  upon  every  reference  of  an 
answer  to  an  injunction  bill:  that  the  plaintiff  was 
not  without  his  remedy,  for  if  the  court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  the  answer  was  not  sufficient,  he 
might  move  to  revive  the  injunction  {a). 

Upon  the  same  principle  where  the  Master  had 
allowed  exceptions,  thinking  the  answer  inmfficienty 
but  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,  upon  exceptions  being 
taken  to  that  report,  allowed  them,  thinking  the 
answer  suffitient.  Lord  Eldon  refused  to  revive  an 
injunction,  upon  the  ground  of  there  being  an  appeal 
from  that  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls.  His 
Lordship  said,  that  a  more  mischievous  practice 
could  not  be  introduced,  than  to  uphold  an  injunc- 
tion, where  the  judgment  of  the  court  was,  that  the 
answer  is  sufficient,  upon  the  supposition  that  the 
judgment  might  be  reversed  (i). 

If  the  Master  reports  the  answer  insufficient,  the 
injunction  Will  be  continued  till  the  exceptions  are 
answered;  when  that  is  done,  the  defendant  may 
again  move  to  dissolve  the  injunction,  and  the  same 
cause  may  again  be  shown  by  the  plaintiff  for  iU 
continuance  (cr). 

In  the  Exchequer  the  practice  is  materially  difc 
ferent,  as  exceptions  are  there  not  made  the  subject 
Exchequer,    ^f  reference,  but  the  court  determines  upon  argu- 

Inent  in  the  first  instance.    When  exceptions,  there^ 


Practice  as 
to  excep- 
tions in  the 


(a)  Botham  v.  Clark,  2  Cox,  428. 

(b)  Scott  V.  Mackintosh,  1  V.  &  B.  504. 

(c)  1  Turn.  Ch.  Pr.  372. 
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ibre,  are  tak^n,  the  plaintiff  may  adopt  either  ofih^  Came 
following  modes  of  proceeding :  5^^"^.^'. 

'    1st,  He  may  show  Exceptions  generally:   this  is  — — — 
d^e  by  setting  down  the  exceptions  to  be  argued  i^  tendons  ^*" 
^e  ordinary  way ;  in  which  case  by  an  order  of'court  generally. 
made  the  7th  of  May,  1794,  he  must  on  filing  th^ 
exceptions  give  a  four  day  rule,  one  day  exclusive 
the  other  inclusive  (upon  the  construction  of  which 
it  has  been  decided  that  Sunday  is  one  of  the  four 
days  (a)),  for  arguing  the  same  in  court  on  the  first 
Tuesday,  Wednesday,  or  Friday  in  term  on  which 
such  rules  shall  expire,  provided  a  four  day  rule 
shall  happen  to  expire  on  a  Tuesday,  Wednesday,  or 
Friday;  if  otherwise,  a  plaintiff,  instead  of  giving  a 
four  day  rule,  shall  give  a  rule  to  argue  the  same  on 
the  first  Tuesday,  Wednesday,  or  Friday  that  shall 
happen  after  the  expiration  of  four  days  from  th^ 
day  of  filing  such  exceptions*     Where  the  excep- 
tions are  thus  set  down  the  plaintiff  may  proceed 
to  argue  all  the  exceptions,  and  if  one  of  them  be 
allowed,  it  is  a  motion  of  course  to  apply  for  an  in<>- 
junction  immediately,  which  will  continue  until  the 
exceptions  are  fully  answered  (6). 

2d.  The  other  mode  which  the  plaintiff  may  adopt  Opening  a 
is  as  follows.  He  may  select  one  of  the  ea:ceptiom  ^t^i^on.  ^*" 
which  he  considers  material  to  the  merits  of  his 
case,  and  then  give  notice  to  the  defendant's  clerk 
in  court,  of  amotion  for  an  injunction  upon  opening 
a  material  exception,  or  in  case  the  exception  shall 
not  be  holden  material,  then,  that  an  injunction  shall 


(a)  Duller  v.  Grey,  2  Fowl.  Ex.  P,  5. 

(b)  2  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr. 
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solving,  *^     the  plaintiff  has  not  filed  his  except\OVl^r^  in  rmf^ 
"■'    '  /0DUCQ3| ( butf has 4ieeo (permitted'  to  Meaihem^ m^pro 

^Miri; /he  isuiaA  .give  ar^fow  day  rule  ^  argttU^g<(^o 
•I  'Hrtbi  exception  «9  CjQi|ftid^r($dinatefia^  the  i^j^n^ 
tion  idsueb  of covursej  J^iib  is  holdeoa  tQ  lie  immateiji^ 
«c  is  fimad'tO'be'answeredy  the  plaioftifF  qanoat  ^th^ 
proceed  upon^ny  bf^thetot^hier  exo^p^i^tts^  but^QdiM^ 
fihcw  cause  iipon  the;  notdtsr^otDnfe^fted  w  jib^ian^9^«iw- 
If  the  coiirt  shouldrfihi^.'ibe  (Q^Qp^mn^-  iibnti-^^ 
<;aufl6  is  destitatOi  of?  iftei itsr  as.  xnMki  fcy^  th^i  attpwitf » 
tha :jdainfcijfff»ay igiw la^Tttle 4a ai^i^ie^ *b?tffe«fe  pf ^the 
exceptions  on  the  usual  day,  and(i£i>Xi^QfitJmmiO^^ 

ahpuld  holci^  life  will  e0*itl(5^tbe  pWntiff  tB  mmjN^^' 
iion,  whichi  will  contUiu^,  until  th^r49&)«dA^r^H9}l 
putiQ  a. perfect  answeyr  to  the  inattQD.Qf,.tfee>e3Mffip- 
.tipn  (d)*  And  if  th^  eixception  should;  bei  hc^n 
.iinin«itermi,  but  an  injunction  is  grafted  on  t.^he 
nierits,^  the  general  s^t .  of  exceptions  (musik  be  t^i^ 
posed  of  either  by  arguing  them^  or.  paying  tho  de- 
fendant 40i^.  costs,  aj3  in  the  case  of  oveitruling  tho^* 
But  'the  iaftter  is  the  more  usual  course^ . ;    .  ,, 

Soi  if  the  ejcceptipns:  selecte^d  from,  the  general  set 

of  exceptions  should  be  held  material,,  And  the  plain- 

.  tiff  thereby  obtains  an  injunction^1the[<  ^xe^ptiws 

»«mait  bcidieposed  of  by»  giving,  the.  prd^pwy  wlftito 

/largue.  them,  ai^  theUr  th^y  are.of  cgius^  ,€|ul^B(i^^d 

to,  and  the:  defendant  puts  in.  a  new  answer*. : » IjPue 

(a)  Edwards  o.  Hogarth,  1  Price^  147. 

{b)  It  is  stated  in  North's  Life  of  Lori  Kee^^iJ^^WciK^  that 
his  Lordship  introduced  this  practice  into  thq?  ^oiirtcffchd^erj, 
vol.  ii.  p4H^3,:Octi  ed»  1008.  Th^rass  no.tracOy.  hpif^y^r/  in  any  of 
the  books  of  practice  of  its  existence.  ;    .  <    ,  - 


Th^gh  Mn  fa^nctidn' >M|ay  b^  i)itbtitifauedjMoa       ■ 

eireeptiotte,'  yet  exeeptioHO' ta  an  :Biii»9f»i^'Miiaoxlt 
d^^ii^port  oi  it9  insuffici^ticyi  are  ilQf?'»avsufiSdient 
issme  fbr  (MahAng  mi  ii^jiknct^^ 
f^hddnt  >  subititts  t<y  afbswk*  the  exceptibib^  >li^  most 
in  th^  Exdtequer  ^gnify  hia  sUbmiwienito  ^tbe<)a4^ 
Vets^'  eterik  In  tcouvt  ttm^^jrir  previous  to  the^  ckv^ief 
utgiitnieiit,  ^ildiupMi  s^ggMtin^  to  the  court  thit 
tkef  disfenidat)^  Im/feh  submitted^  tb»  aiiffVMr  ihe  exoep'- 
ti^ns,  to>fai|Uiictian  13  granted  trf'oocirm^itil  ^swer 

')' i!A0!et<«t  d^ifekidiitit ha^^subtlbfitted  tO^hi^bxceptidM,  Amendment 

'  le»"  tii!)tttf  tti^ttlment  ihey  a«^'  all<>wed  j  'if  it  •  l»  iiiBOfiB.  excrptiST 

ijkty  to  attidnd  the  bill,  the  plamtiff  must  immediilU*y  submitted  to 

''apply  to  the  court  for  that  purpose,  And  thtt^t^e 

defendant  may  answer  the  attiendmerits  at  the  game 

time  that  he  answers  the  exceptions. 'This  >i&?(  a 

hiotion  of  courae ;  and  ^^r  it  has  beehi  entered  at{d 

'Served,  a  ftcrther  answer  cannot  be*  recteiVed^  *  the 

terms  of  the- order  requiring  that  the  deifalidant  shall 

not  only  answer  the^ '  ^^ceptioQSi  but  thie  i^end- 

ments  at  the  S£kme''tiiEhe<(d);    There  is' ^pon  this 

"Object  a  difference  ih  the  piractiee  of  the  iw&  cotlrts. 

<^Ifif 'the  ^ijsie^quer  a  further  aniw^r  camibt  b^e  putrdn 

^'^i0s^^stcepfi&n8  have  been  takeo^;  the  tender  oi^l^e 

>^iirther  )&nswer^  is  considered  it  sttbin»iioti<>to  (the 

(a)  2Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  ■  •     ^  J  ^   ) 

iiMj  (^  Hlirrfcon,  Ch*  Pr.  M8.  .  n    a  ) 

"  •  (c)  2  Powl.  Er.  Pr.  t  « 

id)  Mayne  <;.  H€!chin,  1  Diok.*  S55.   Mayter  i^.  Hankej,  2  Fowl, 

Ex.  Pr.  12.    Lawrence  v,  Partington,  ib;  21*  j  . .'    ... 
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Cause  exceptions,  and  the  injuncttim  niay  be  moved  .foif» 

j^iW.  ^^    ^®^  ^^^^  ^ff^^»  ^^  ^^  course  (a).    But  in  the  Court 

—  c£  Chanceryv  the  further  answer  may  be  put  ip  at 

any  time  before  the  service  qftke  order  to  amende  &<?# 
It  is,  as  observed  by  Lord  Alvanley  (i),  a  kind?  of 
-race  between  the  plaintiff  and  de&ndant.    The  de^ 
fendant  may  have  his  answer  ready,  and  file  it  as 
^oon  as  he  hears  the  Master's  opinion  is  against 
him  upon  the  exceptions ;  even  the  moment  excep* 
tions  are  taken^  he  may  prepare  and  file  a  better 
answer ;  and  aiberwards  when  the  plaintiff  moves  to 
amend,  &c*  the  circumstance  of  the  defendant  having 
put  in  his  further  answer,  will  be  a  ground  for  i>^ 
fusing  the  order,  or  if  already  obtained,  be  a  reason 
for  its  discharge  {c).    If  the  plaintiff  neglecta  tp 
amend,  whereby  he  prevents  the  defendant  from 
answering  the  exceptions,  the  court  of  Exchequer 
permits  the  defendant  to  move,  on  notice,  to  dis<- 
charge  the  plaintiff's  order,  unless  he  amends  in  a 
week ;  and  the  court  on  that  motion  limits  him  to 
that  (or  some  other  shc»*t  period,  according  to  the 
circumstances),   and   on  his  failure,   the  order  it; 
thereby  declared  to  be  discharged  (^d). 
Showing  When  the  answer  is  full,  and  the  plaintiff  is  con*- 

merits^''  '^^  «equently  without  hopes  of  continuing  the  injunc 

tion  by  taking  exceptions,  he  must  show  cause  on 
the  merits  or  equity  of  the  case  confessed  in  the 

(a)  Edwards  v.  Johnson,  1  Price^  203. 
(i)  1  Ves.  jun.  88. 

(c)  Bethune  v,  Bateman^  1  Dick.  296.  Paty  Vm  Simpson,  2  Cox, 
392.  Knox  v.  Symmonds,  1  Ves.  jun.  87.  Wynne  ».  Owen,  cit. 
ib.    Partridge  V.  Haycroft,  11  Ves.  578. 

(d)  2  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  12. 
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answer  (a);  It  id  hardly  ndcesBaiy,  howevev^  to  olih  Cause 
serve,'  that  in  a  biU  for  discovery  only  the  plaintiff  ^^^^f^ 
CElnnot  show  cause  upott  the  merits  (i).  As  it  fire*  ■ 
quentiiy  happens,  when  the  dgy  for  showing  cause  is 
arrived,  that  the  plaintiff  is  xiot  fully  prepared  to  do 
so,  it  is  of  course  to  enlarge  the  time  for  his  showing 
cause,  ulpon  his  then  undertaking  not  to  except,  but 
to  show  cause  on  the  merite :  this  in  the  Exchequer 
is  a  week,  if  tiie  application  be  in  term  ^  if  at  the 
sittings,  the  time  will  be  ^enlarged  to  the  first  day  of 
the  following  term  (c)*  In  the  Court  of  Chancery 
time  is  u^ally  given  till  the  next  day  of  motions  (d) ; 
but  in  a  case  where  the  motion  to  dissolve  was  made 
at  the  last  seal  alker  Trinity  term,  the  plaintiff  was 
not  ]^etmitted  to  histve  4ime  till  the  next  day  of 
motions  at  the  first  seal  after  the  long  vacation,  but 
was^  ordered  to  show  cause  during  the  petitions  (e)«  . 

There  is  a  convenient  practice  adc^ted  by  the  Court  Previous 
of  Exchequer,  by  which  the  defendant,  if  he  is  advised  ^^^^' 
that  the  answer  is  sufficient,  may  accelerate  the  time 
for  showing  cause  upon  the  merits,  by  obtaining 
whst  is  called  the  Previous  Order.    This  is  a  motion 

« 

of  course,  by  which  it  is  ordered,  ^^  that  in  case  the 
exceptions  taken  to  the  defendant's  answer  shall, 
upon  the  arguing  thereof  or  otherwise,  be  overruled, 
the  plaintiff  do  at  the  same  time  show  cause  on  the 
mei!its,  why  the  injunction  should  not  be  absolutely 
dissolved/'      This   order  must   be.  obtained,  and 

(a)  1  Turn.  Ch,  Pr.  372. 

{b)  Thompson  v.  Butler,  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  287. 

(c)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  284. 

(d)  5  Ves.  552.    Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  234. 

(e)  Robinson  v.  Wardell,  5  Ves.  552. 


Sji         ^^e  exceptions.    If  this  order  be  not  (^t^^^^ftd 

.IPm^.^it^WtOn.  thRt-.4^y,fflr„aftein[r^rj4f^,9i/9;Yp  .ft?f(liP 
Witer  4n^(4iU^vp  the  Mj  Wfitioft,  i^pft^tfee  (?jc<:^j^|^ 
l)BingiOKfffruled,,]uplew  JPW^,  show»t(tMt;,4jarf;8e]?gg- 

wgM-:  <w4  if:  the  piUmtif^l>PMJ4.|i!?wi«fepwi,i:»|jfle 
li^on.  tlm  imntA,  and,  ^ail, ,  tl^ei  vj  ui?^fi|t»t  wUl,  hf  ,f|jf- 

aolved;.b«t  tbe.d«lSppd9iO<  will  lA^l^e.m^^ti^iins 
have  suffered tbftriWftyipCft  weiek  hyifliostihwflg/?^- 
tained  f  the  PiwiPUB  Order  (i?)»    ...  .^    .  t.     ,  .ii, 
Affidavits  In  fihQwil]|giQWt90  Jtgwwt  dw^pHpgt  ,t|ie  injjLj^- 

tradiction  to  but  wh»(^rappeAr8  OHth^.f^e  of  it^eij^^]^^ 
e  answer,   .i^gly  j^j^.p^g^  q{  Jm9^s,^,  Hump^ei.(^),,|iq,,)yJ|?4fih 

tMr»  XBaUer  (upon  ^o.  application  af^^  ^i^^^r^^r 
vamJiijtuictiQn  to  restrain  executioQ  ^n^:^  yercljf^, 

permitted  affidavita.to  be  read  in  contotdictJM^ffi^jto 

ihe  an»¥eDr»  baa  beeiirSiiice  repeatedly  ^^rml^^ifi) ; 

and  it  ka$^  beea  eatabUahed»  that  ei(c?pt. .  in  thie;/  fi^fe 
v(xf Mwnste^  to  which  the  facts  in  Ig^agft  t^^  Huippage 
,ii»Me^errQnes(msly  a»si«iil8^   aflfidaritft /Will  P9ti:)tje^ 

»fiecw»Yed,Mi  contradictlpni  to  ft^pqrtipns^;  pqsiti^fgly 
smade  Sy  <  .the  answec^  vft .  i^  s€pj:cj?ly^  (ppc^sfiis^jf ^; Jo 
iiV^xxmK  tbat  the/ j»»»w(tr  m  only  mi^f»(m^jht4i\fy(^ 
^tuto  ivhRcbhpther  testipiony  coviWifbPjiT^(^kfl4»i«Bd 

(a)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  284.     I .    ;  .•,"... 

(ft)  1  Ves.  junr.  427-  3  ;]8ro.  cJ  C.  463.      .  .  /     ■  . 

(c)  Lane  v.  ;\yjlliains,  6  V^§.,  798.  Hanson  f.  pardiner,  7  Ves. 
308.  Berkeley  y.  Bryi9ier«,  9  Y^s.  355*  Jforway  «♦  Rowe^  19  Ves. 
148.  ' 


^"^•^fit^arfe'initaiibes'tlotitoed'V  tcrfd  •EMlt)tf  (*);'in 

'WHk  iH^-taak hks  sidtaiitted kffldatitj^' mhtt  read  in 
^ft^ttft^of  alle^tSbiiS  TbsM^  by  the  taV-viftidfe  »tfcdse 
■SRi^tU^s '1^h,UA  tb  a<stSi "of the  parties,-  ttftd'the  dtt- 
'«MMia^b)^h£3  ^s^rerhb  liM«he^<adtmtie«W«>r  dettted 
-iHk  =l!t\ith'6f  tHifiV. '  fThtt^iri  thd  case  6f  «» iajUnctton 
^d'itijf  ph)ceedtegji '  at  MWii^ttrf'a  proinwsory  note 
-^6ft%y'the'pl*iiitiff1»  Ai^dd^ifJidatit's  testator  j  the 
plaintiff,  in  showing  cause  <d^'  the  tuefitfei  i-etied  'priaei- 
'-pklVi^bri  tyrttiih  Irtish  seC*fo^  iff  the  W&i  And  therein 
•^led'td "haW^'bfe^  i^rttteffc'by  the  'testator  lao  the 
-feiaiMff;'  Wh?Ah  'letters- -Irferes  neitlwr^ttdtriftted  nor 
''d^i^d'^yihe  unswei-i  the  4e^ndant'idle^tig'tfaat 
'f^W 'kfieH^  nothing  about i them:  the  plaintiff  upon 
'^bis,  claimed  the  liberty  of  verifying  the  letters  by 
"jiflkifttit,  atid  reading  them  in  support  <^  ihe  injliiic^ 
i  initt ;  and  £x>rd  £ld(Mi,  upon  the  terms  (£  the  plain* 
'ttff  verifying:  them,  continued  the  ii^unction  (c).  ' 
•'i>-Jti  a  remarkable  case  (e^,  stated  liH  a  former 
'^a^e  ((?),  whieh  was  a  motion  by  a  ce^uy  que  tnuti 
<ilotu  party  to' ^  causey  to  dissolve  an  injunctidn  ob- 
^%h]fed  flgaibst  hid'tni9tee/who/m  coUiiiidoa  with  the 
""^ii^tiff;' w^Gh^'nfot  put  m  his^  answer  y^^  JlJekyll 
^6t  rbnfy  "pietmittdd  the  jBtnsmigf  crif  the  <plttiitiff  to.  a 
'ikll^ fifed  tiy^tlie  ^e^wf  ^u^^frte^;  agiUnst  himv^nd^lihe 
Hltisf^e'f^bete^d  upon  the  tnotioub  btt«bIio  affidiMita 

(a)  Bott  V.  Birch,  4  Mad.  ^S. 

{b\  Morgan  v.  Grfod^,  S  iWer.  10.  ^^'i  «*^ 
"' '  "  "  '"(dj  taggart  h.  Hewlett,  1  Merir.  4d&. '  ' 
o7  .  .    ,  .   .^^  ^^^^  i^eixm  V.  SAiyth,  Mose.  355- 

(e)  Ante,  p.  88* 
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Caiue  of  the  cestuy  que  trust  of  offers  of  satisfaction  and 

^^ng.  ^'    payment  by  instalments  made  to  him  by  the  plaintiffs 
— — —       There  is  a  case  before  Lord  Eldon,  strongly  illus- 

trative  of  the  attention  paid  to  the  rule,  that  affi* 
davits  cannot  be  read  in  contradiction  to  the  an- 
swer. An  injunction  had  been  dissolved  upon  an 
answer  having  been  put  in,  denying  all  the  circum- 
stances of  the  bill:  a  true  bill  for  perjury  upon 
that  answer  had  been  found  by  the  grand  jury. 
Upon  this  the  plaintiff  moved  to  revive  the  injunc- 
tion ;  and  in  support  of  the  motion,  a  passage  was 
cited  from  Tothill,  114.  stating,  that  where  tljere 
was  a  prosecution  for  perjury,  the  court  granted  an 
injunction.  Lord  Eldon,  after  noticing  that,  inde^- 
pendent  of  that  dictunUf  there  was  no  trace  pf  any 
such  practice,  arid  -that  he  should  be  exceedingly 
unwilling  to  make  a  precedent  for  the  first  time, 
addedy  "  If  the  answer  denies  all  the  circumstances 
upon  which  the  equity  is  founded,  the  universal 
practice,  as  to  the  purpose  of  dissolving  or  not  re- 
viving the  injunction,  is  to  give  credit  to  the  answer; 
and  that  is  carried  so  far,  that  except  in  the  few 
excepted  cases,  though  five  hundred  affidavits  are 
filed,  riot  only  by  the  plaintiff  but  by  many  witnesses, 
not  one  could  be  read  as  to  this  purpose.  That 
being  the  rule,  and  the  injunction  being  dissolved 
upon  the  credit  given  to  the  answer  for  this  purpose^ 
the  question  is,  whether  the  answer  is  to  be  thus 
accused  (for  it  is  no  more)  of  perjury?  The  difficulty 
as  to.  the  principle  is,  that  the  grand  jury  may  have 
believed,  and  in  most  cases  must  have  believed, 
those  very  persons  upon  their  oaths  for  that  pui-pose, 
whose  depositions  this  court  would  not  permit  to  be 


TO  STAT  PROCBBDINOS  AT  LAW#  111 

read  for  the  purpose  of  discrediting  the  answer.     It  Cause 
IS  therefore,  m  a  circuitous  way,  destro3nng  the  rule  ^ohnng. 
of  this  court  (a)*^  

It  will  be  found  that  there  is  one  exception  to  this 
rule,  if  the  doctrine  stated  at  the  bar,  in  Whitworth 
t;«  Davis  (b\  and  alluded  to  in  a  former  page  (c),  is 
correct,  viz.  that  to  obtain  an  injunction  against 
assignees,  the  bankrupt  may  be  made  a  party,  apd 
his  answer,  though  it  cannot  be  read  against  the 
assignees  at  the  hearing,  may  be  read  against  them 
in  support  df  the  injunction.  But  this,  as  has  been 
already  noticed,  seems  extremely  doubtful. 

Where  a  defendant  refers  by  his  answer  to  the 
answer  of  a  co-defendant,  it  may  be  read  against 
him  upon  a  motion  for  an  injunction  {d). 

(a)  Clapham  v.  Wkite^  8  Ves.  35. 

(b)  2  V.  &  B.  546. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  89,  90. 
((/)  Anon.  1  P.W.  311, 
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Continmng 
Injunctions. 


CHAPTER  VI. 

Of  continuing^  dissolving j  and  reviving  Injunctions  to 
stay  Proceedings  at  LaWy  and  of  the  Effect  of  Amend- 
ment and  Abatement. 

• 

Wher^  the  merits  of  the  plaintiff's  bill  have  been 
so  far  confessed  by  the  answer,  as  to  render  it  proper 
for  the  court  to  interpose,  the  injunction  already 
obtained  is  continued  to  the  hearing.     But  an  in- 
junction is  never  continued  to  the  hearing  as  a 
matter  qf  course.    It  was  in  one  case  contended  be- 
fore Lord  Hardwicke,  that  if  there  is  such  a  doubt, 
that  the  court  may,  at  the  hearing,  decree  either 
the  one  way  or  the  other,  it  is  a  reason  to  continue 
the  injunction  till  the  hearing.     His  lordship,  how- 
ever,  overruled  this  argument  without  any  hesita- 
tion (fl). 
Payment  of       There  are  many  cases,  however,  in  which  the 
c^Vh^  c^^^  will  only  continue  the  injunction,  upon  the 
verdict,  or     condition  of  the  plaintiff  paying  a  certain  sum  of 
money  money  into  court ;  as  for  instance,  where  there  has 

sworn  due     been  a  verdict  at  law  {h\  or  an  award  (c)  for  a  sum 

by  the  an-  ^  '  ^ 

Bwer.  of  money,  or  where  the  defendant  has  sworn  by  his 

answer  (cO  that  a  sum  of  money  is  due  to  him. 
The  old  practice  in  these  cases  was,  that  the  court 

(a)  Potter  v.  Chapman,  Amb.  98. 

(i)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  237.  240.    Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  550, 

(c)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  242.     Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  549. 

(d)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg,  238.     Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  549. 
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dissolved  the  injunction,  or  refused  it  where  not  Continuing 
ab'eady  obtained,  unless  the  defendant  gave  a  judg**  ^J"**^  *^"* 
ment  at  law  for  the  money  sworn  due,  and  a  release 
of  errors  (a) ;  though  in  one  case  Lord  Keeper  North 
is  represented  as  objecting  to  this  as  not  sufficiently 
beneficial  to  the  defendant,  since,  notwithstanding 
tha  release  of  efrors,  the  plaintiff  might  bring  his 
writ  of  error,  and  put  the  defendant  to  plead  his 
release,  and  so  cause  delay  (6).  The  usual  mode, 
however,  M  pros^n^  is,  to.oi:4?i;  the  money  to  be  paid 
into.  Qoi^rt,  for  which  reasonable  tiqifp  .wiU  be  given, 
according  to.the^r^atness  of  the  sum,,or^t;l;i^e  distance 
of  the  party  (c), ..  Thip,  however,  will  jaot  be  done 
w^erie  there  is  mittter  confessed  in. the  answer  suf* 
ficiwt  fpf  atQtal  relief  (rf):  apd  in  one  case,  where 
aa  executor  by  his  answer  swore  a  certain  sum  to  be 
due,  yet  the  court,  upon  affidavit  of  strangers  to  the 
suit,  continued  the  injunction  without  ordering  the 
money  to  be  brought  into  coui:t,  because  there  ap- 
peared reason  to  doubt  whether  it  was  actually  due ; 
and  the  executor,  it  was  said,  is  not  privy  to  the 
transactions  of  the  testator  (e) :  and  so  it  was  said  it 
would  have  been  if  by  writing,  or  any  other  matter 
shown  in  court,  it  might  seem  doubtful  whether  the 
money  were  unpaid. 

In  general  this  practice  is  confined  to  cases  where 
the  money  has  either  been  found  due  by  verdict,  or 
award,  or  swoni  to  be  so  by  the  answer.     In  a 

(a)  Wy.  Prac.  Reg.  240.  242. 
{h)  Anon.  1  Vern.  120. 

(c)  P.  R.  C.  204. 

(d)  Toth.  37. 

(e)  P.  R.  C.  204,  205.     Curs.  Can,  445. 

I 
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Cmtinuing  case  in  the  Exchequer,  the  plaintiff,  an  orange  mer- 
njiinc  ton,  ^jj^j^^^  agreed  to  purchase  of  the  defendant,  a  planter 
of  fruit  for  exportation  at  St  Michael's,  2000  boxes 
of  oranges  at  the  market  price ;  and  in  consequence 
a  cargo  of  850  boxes  were  sent  from  thence  to 
London,  consigned  to  the  plaintiiE  On  receipt  of 
the  invoice,  the  plaintiff  found  that  the  defendant 
had  charged  for  the  cargo  at  the  rate  of  24^.  per  box, 
the  current  price  in  the  island  being,  as  stated  by 
the  plaintiff,  only  15^.  per  box;  and  he  therefore 
refused  to  accept  the  defendant's  bill  for  the  amount 
(jfl020),  of  which  he  gave  notice  to  the  defendant's 
agents  in  London^  whom  he  requested  to  take  the 
cargo,  tendering  them  the  bill  of  lading,  or  the 
amount  at  15^.  per  box.  The  agents  having  refused 
either  to  receive  the  oranges  or  the  reduced  price, 
the  plaintiff  gave  them  notice,  that  he  would  take  the 
oranges  to  prevent  their  total  loss,  without  prejudice. 
In  the  mean  time  the  defendant  brought  an  action 
to  recover  the  whole  amount,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
obtained  an  injunction,  a  motion  was  made  that  he 
might  be  ordered  to  bring  into  court  the  sum  of 
5^1020,  or  such  other  sum  as  the  court  should  think 
proper.  It  was  submitted,  that  as  the  plaintiff  had 
taken  the  fruit,  and  had  obtained  an  injunction, 
which  would  prevent  the  defendant  from  recovering 
the  value,  whatever  that  might  be,  for  some  time  at 
least,  he  ought  to  pay  into  court,  for  the  security  of 
the  defendant,  the  sum  charged  for  the  goods,  or  at 
least  so  much  as  he  had  himself  by  his  bill  admitted 
the  goods  to  be  worth,  and  which  he  had  offered  to 
pay  for  the  cargo :  and  it  was  contended  that  this 
admission  and  offer,  the  plaintiff  having  possession 
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m 

of  the  goods,  placed  him  in  the  same  situation  as  if  Continuing 
he  had  recovered  a  verdict  at  law,  when  he  would  ^^J^'^^^* 
have  been  obliged  to  have^  paid  the  money  into 
court ;  and  it  was  said  that  the  inconvenience* would 
be  no  more  than  he  would  have  been  put  to  in  that* 
case :  the  court  however  refused  the  motion  with 
costs  (a). 

In  the  following  case,  however,  an  extension  was, 
from  peculiar  circumstances,  made  of  the  general 
rule.  The  plaintiffs,  seventy-two  in  number,  who 
were  underwriters,  had  filed  a  bill  to  furnish  them- 
selves with  defences  to  actions  brought  against 
them  on  certain  policies  of  insurance,  alleging  fraud 
in  the  assured.  Four  of  the  causes  had  been  set 
down  for  trial,  and  in  consequence  of  a  mistake 
in  the  defendant's  attorney,  had  been  tried,  and 
verdicts  had  been  obtained  in  them,  for  the  defendants 
in  equity.  A  number  of  the  plaintifis  then  paid  into 
the  hands  of  certain  persons  named  in  an  agreement 
signed  by  them,  the  amount  of  their  several  sub- 
scriptions, in  trust,  to  be  applied  in  satisfaction  of 
whatever  judgment*  was  pronounced  by  the  court  of 
law.  An  injunction  having  been  afterwards  obtained 
for  want  of  the  answer  of  one  of  the  defendants, 
a  motion  was  made  that  the  injunction  might  be 
dissolved,  or  that  such  of  the  plaintiffs  as  had  not 
deposited  the  money  claimed  on  the  losses,  subject 
to  the  deed  of  trust,  should  pay  that  money  into 
court  within  fourteen  days,'  to  abide  the  event  of  the 
actions  at  law,  otherwise  the  injunction  to  be  dis- 

(a)  Parnell  v.  Nesbitt,  2  Price,  150. 

I2 
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Continuing     solved  as  to  them ;  and  this  motion  was,  upon  argu-^ 

Injunction.  ,  .     i  •   \ 

jl ment,  granted  (^a). 

When  money  has  thus  been  once  paid  in,  the 
court  will  use  great  caution  in  parting  with  it ;  but 
if  it  were  shown,  that  there  was  gross  and  wilful 
delay  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  did 
not  intend  to  put  in  his  answer,  they  would  probably 
release  tlie  money.  In  the  above  case  of  Kensington 
V.  White,  after  considerable  delay,  a  motion  wasr 
made  for  that  purpose;  and  though  the  court  re- 
fused the  motion,  yet  it  was  intimated,  that  it  would 
probably  be  granted  on  another  application,  if  there 
was  further  delay. 
Plaintiff  in         The  facility  with  which  injunctions  to  stay  pro-- 
qmre^  to*      ceedings  at  law  were  formerly  obtained,  where  the 
pay  money    plaintiff  was  abroad,  and  consequently  unable  to 

into  court       ^  •      ^.  i     j  i_  t_   z» 

where  de-      appear  or  answer  m  time,  had,  as  we  have  beiore 
fendant  has    g^^j^  r^\   attracted  the  attention  of  the  courts,  who 

recovered  a  ^  '^ 

verdict,  and  in  some  measure  remedied  the  abuse,  by  requiring 
is  abroad,      f^^^  ^^le  plaintiiF  in  equity,  an  affidavit  of  the  merits 

of  his  case.  As  a  still  further  check  to  the  delay 
and  oppression  so  much  complained  of,  a  rule  was 
about  the  same  time  made,  that,  whenever  the  plain^ 
tiff  at  law  being  abroad  had  recovered  a  verdict, 
and  an  injunction  had  been  obtained  for  want  of 
appearance  or  answer ;  the  plaintiff  in  equity  should 
pay  into  court  within  a  reasonable  time  (generally 
a  month)  the  money  so  recovered,  or  in  default 


(a)  Kensington  v.  White,  3  Price,  164. 
(6)  Ante,  p.  54. 
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thereof  that  the  injunction  should  be  dissolved  (a).  Continuing 
This  order  will  not  be  made,  without  an  affidavit  in  ^^^^  *^"' 
answer  to  the  material  allegations  of  the  bill,  and 
several  of  the  motions  upon  this  subject  stood  over, 
to  give  the  defendants  time  to  file  satisfactory  af- 
fidavits :  and  though  it  is  stated  in  the  argument  of 
CuUey  v.  Hickling,  that  Lord  Bathurst  granted  the 
motion  in  Wesket  v.  Carnevali  without  an  affidavit ; 
this  appears  to  have  been  a  mistake  (b). 

Another  very  salutary  regulation  of  this  nature  is  Tenant  filing 
provided  by  the  4  Geo.  2.  c.  28.  s.  3.  which  enacts,  fninjunction 

\  ^        /  bill,  required 

that  the  lessee,   or  his    assignee,   or   any  person  to  pay  into 

claiming  under  him,  shall  not  have  or  continue  g^omXe. 

any  injunction  against  the  proceedings  at  law  on 

an  ejectment  brought  by  the  lessor,  unless  within 

forty  days  next  after  a  full  and  perfect  answer  filed 

by  such  lessor,  he  shall  bring  into  court  and  lodge 

with  the  proper  officer  such  sum  as  the  lessor  fihall 

swear  to  be  due  and  in  arrear^  over  atid  above  all 

just  allowances,  and  also  the  costs  taxed  in  the  said 

suit,  there  to  remain  till  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  or 

to  be  paid  out  to  the  lessor  on  good  security,  subject 

to  the  decree  of  the  court. 

When  the  injunction  is  continued,  the  cause  in 
equity  ought  to  be  prosecuted  to  a  hearing ;  if  it  be 
not,  and  the  court  is  satisfied  that  there  is  any  in- 
tentional delay  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  the  in^ 


(a)  Wesket  v.  Carnevali*  2  Bro.  C.  C.  182.  n.     Coglan  v,  Rague- 
neau,  ib.     Mitchell  v.  Davis,  cit.  ib.    Potts  t;.  Butler;  ib.  S.  C. 

1  Cox,  330.  Sherwood  v.  White,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  452.  Acton  v.  Market, 

2  Bro.  C.  C.  U.    CuUey  w.  Hickling,  ib.  182. 

(b)  1  Cox,  330. 
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Dissolving    junction  will  be  dissolved  («).  And  by  Lord  Bacon's 
Injunction.     ^^^^  Ordinance,  if  no  prosecution  is  had  for  the 

space  of  three  terms,  the  injunction  is  to  fall  of  itself 
without  further  motion  (b). 


DiBSolving, 


If  the  answer  contains  a  sufficient  defence  to  the 
case  stated  in  the  bill,  the  injunction  will  be  Dis^ 
solved.  So  where  a  plea  is  allowed,  there  is  or- 
dinarily an  end  of  the  injunction,  but  not  always ; 
^nd  the  court  has  said  that  an  injunction  is  not 
absolutely  dissolved  upon  the  allowance  of  the  plea, 
but  only  wm,  because  there  may  be  some  equity 
shown  to  continue  it(c).  Where  a  cross  bill  has 
been  filed,  if,  when  the  first  has  been  answered,  the 
second  is  not  p.nswered  in  eight  days,  the  injunction 
^Ul  be  dissolved  (rf). 

There,  however,  is  a  case  in  which  an  injunction 
was  continued,  though  the  answer  stated  a  full  de- 
fence :  there  had  been  a  reference  to  the  master  as 
to  title,  upon  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  an 
agreement,  and  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  defend- 
ant from  proceeding  at  law  to  recover  part  of  the 
purchase  money  paid  in  advance :  the  answer  stated 
circumstances  which  showed  that  a  decree  could  not 
be  made  on  the  ground  of  want  of  title  and  out, 

(a)  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  54^8.     1  Turn.  Ch.  373. 

(b)  Beames'  Orders,  14. 
(t)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  242. 

(r/)  Hind,  599.    Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  235.  241. 


TO  STAY  PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW.  119 

standing  incumbrances ;  the  court,  however,  refused  Reviving 
to  dissolve  the  injunction  without  the  Master's  re-  ^^^*^^»^ 
port,  as  it  would  be  in  effect  deciding  the  cause  (a). 


If  an  injunction  be  dissolved,  yet,  if  there  be  cause,  Reviving, 
it  may  be  Revived  on  motion  (A).^  Thus  where  a  re- 
ference of  the  answer  for  insufficiency  has  been 
shown  for  cause  against  dissolving  the  injunction, 
and  the  plaintiff  has  been  put  upon  terms  of  obtain- 
ing the  Master's  report  within  a  certain  time,  but 
having  failed  to  do  so,  the  injunction  is  dissolved ; 
if  the  Master  afterwards  reports  the  answer  insuf- 
ficient, the  plaintiff  may  move  to  revive  (c) ;  but 
after  a  reference  for  impertinence ,  such  motion  can- 
not be  sustained  (rf). 

The  motion  to  revive  is  necessary,  and  will  be 
granted  according  to  the  circumstances,  either  where 
the  injunction  has  dropped  in  consequence  of  the 
plaintiff's  having  amended  the  bill  (e),  or,  where  the 
injunction  having  been  dissolved  on  the  merits,  the 
plaintiff  subsequently  amends  (J*). 

But  the  motion  has  been  refused:  where,  the 
Master  having  reported  in  favour  of  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  answer,  exceptions  have  been  taken 

(a)  Church  v.  Legeyt,  1  Price,  301.  • 

{b)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  242. 

(c)  4  Mad.  237. 

{d)  Dansey  v.  Browne,  4?  Mad.  237. 

(c)  Post,  p.  120. 

(/)  Post,  p.  124f. 
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Amendment,  to  his. report  (a) :  also  where  the  Master  having  re- 
"■^         '       ported  the  answer  insufficient,  and  the  Master  of 

the  Rolls,  upon  exceptions  taken  to  that  report,  had 
allowed  them,  thinking  the  answer  sufficient,  and 
an  appeal  had  been  entered  against  the  judgment  {b) : 
and  again,  where  the  injunction  having  been  dissolved 
upon  the  answer  denying  all  the  circumstances  of  the 
bill,  and  a  true  bill  for  perjury  committed  in  that  an-- 
swer  had  been  found  by  the  grand  jury  (c). 


Amendment.      After  llie  answer  has  come  in,  the  plaintiff  frcr 

quently  finds  it  expedient  to  amend  the  bill.     This 

naturally  leads  to  the  consideration  of  the  question ; 

How  far  an  injunction  is  affected  by  amendment? 

Injunction         Upon  this  pQint,  considerable  difference  of  opi* 

STelZ^nt.  ^on  has  at  various  times  been  entertained.    The 

question  was  much  considered  in  a  case  before  Lor4 
Bathurst  {d\  in  ivhich,  after  an  injunction  obtained, 
an  answer  was  put  in,  and  the  plaintiff  afterwards 
amended.  His  Lordship  consulted  Mr.  Dickens, 
who  has  printed  the  answer  which  he  returned.  He 
stated,  that  it  was  only  where  an  injunction  had 
been  dissolved  on  the  merits,  that  it  was  necessary 
for  the  plaintiff  to  revive  the  injunction,  upon  his 
^mendingy  by  special  application :  that  it  was  a  novel 

(a)  Ante,  p.  102. 

{b)  Scott  V.  Mackintosh,  1  V.  &  B.  504. 
(c)  Clapham  v.  White,  8  Ves.  35. 
(c/)  Mason  ».  Murray,  2  Dick,  536. 
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doctrine^  that  the  injunction  was  gone  of  course  upon  Amendment. 
the  bill's  being  amended :  that  it  might  be  amended  " 
for  various  purposes  not  connected  with  the  in-^ 
junction,  which  was  only  one  head  of  relief:  that 
amending  the  bill  was  admitting  the  answer  to  be 
fidl,  and  that  exceptions  would  not  lie  to  it;  but 
that  it  did  not  therefore  foUow,  that  enough  might 
not  be  discovered  or  admitted  to  support  the  in- 
junction. Lord  Bathurst  was  influenced  by  these 
arguments,  and  accordingly  determined  that  the  in^^ 
junction  did  not  drop  by  the  amendment.  In  a 
case  also  before  Sir  J.  Jekyll  (a),  the  fact  of  the 
plaintiff  having  amended  the  bill^  seems  not  to  have 
been  considered,  as  an  objection  to  the  continuance 
of  the  injunction.  These  decisions  have,  however, 
since  been  overruled,  and  it  is  now  well  understood 
that  an  injunction  drops  of  course  upon  the  plaintiff's 
amending  the  bill  (6). 

It  has,  in  consequence  of  this  doctrine,  become  Motion  for 
usual  for  the  plaintiff,  in  cases  wherfe  it  is  expedient  ^^^^  wiUx- 
to  amend,  to  mavejw  Ume  to  amend  without  prejudice  out  pre- 
to  the  injunction  {c);  this  will  not  only  be  granted,  ^" 
but  occasionally  even,  re-amendment  has  been  per- 
mitted (rf).    The  court,  however,  requires  it  to  be 
clearly  shown  by  affidavit,  that  the!  plaintiff  bad  no 
knowledge  of  the  facts  proposed  to  be  stated  in  the 
amendment,  so  as  to  have  been  able  to  bring  them 

(a)  Lord  Delvin  v.  Smyth,  Mose.  204?.  , 

(b)  Bliss  p.  Boscawen^  2  V.  &  B.  102. 

(c)  Vesey  V.  Wilks,  3  Madd.  475. 

(d)  Sharp  v..  Ashton,.  3  V.  &  B.  144.    Mair  o.  ThelussoQ,  ib. 
U5.  n. 
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Amendment,  socmer  upon  the  record:  the  doctrine  is  thus,  stated 

in  a  recent  case  by  Lord  Eldon  (a).  "  The  principle 
requiring  the  case  for  the  injunction  to  be  put  upon 
the  record  immediately,  is,  that  the  party,  the  pro- 
secution of  whose  demand  at  law  is  to  be  delayed  by 
the  injunction,  shall  be  delayed  as  short  a  time  as 
can  be  consistent  with  justice  j  but  that  principle  is 
not  controverted,  where  a  plaintiff  is  not  informed 
that  an  equity  exists,  which  would  entitle  him  to 
relief;  no  blame  can  attach  upon  him  for  not  putting 
it  upon  the  record  until  he  knows  it;  but  as  soon  as 
he  knows  it,  he  must  put  it  on  the  record.  In  the 
case  cited  (6),  I  think,  the  information  was  obtained 
not  from  the  record,  but  aliunde :  it  is  not  material 
for  this  purpose  how  the  plaintiff  procures  the  in- 
formation, even  though  unduly  obtained ;  but  if  he 
gets  it  from  the  answer,  the  court  must  know  from 
the  bill  and  answer,  that  he  cannot  have  as  much 
benefit  as  if  he  had  asked  farther  questions.  In  that 
case,  therefore,  the  court  required  to  know  what 
were  the  proposed  amendments,  whether  they  were 
material,  and  if  material,  to  have  ascertained  by  clear 
and  positive  affidavit  that  they  related  to  facts  of 
which  the  plaintiff  had  not  a  knowledge,  enabling 
him  to  bring  that  case  upon  the  record  sooner.  All 
these  facts  must  be  substantiated.'' 

Costs.  ](t  was  generally  understood  that  this  motion  was* 

granted  upon  payment  of  20^.  costs  (c) ;  but  in  one 


(a)  3  V.  &  B.  148. 

(fi)  Mair  v.  Thelusson^  sup. 

(c)  Sharp  v.  Ashtoii;  sup. 
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of  the  cases,  probably  from  the  particulsu*  circum*  Amefidmeni. 
stances,  the  court  appears  to  have  directed  that  it 
should  be  on  payment  of  full  costs  {a). 

This  motion  for  liberty  to  amend  without  pre-  Before  an.- 
judice  to  the  injunction,  is  generally  made  after  ^^^^' 
the  injunction  has  been  continued  on  the  merits  (b). 
However,  in  some  cases  it  will  be  granted  before 
the  answer  has  been  put  in;  as  in  the  case  of 
Mair  v.  Thelusson  before  alluded  to,  the  defendant 
having  obtained  three  weeks  further  time  to  put  in 
his  answer,  upon  the  special  ground,  that  his  solicitor 
having  but  recently  come  into  the  cause,  had  not 
sufficient  time  to  prepare  the  answer,  the  plaintiff 
obtained  an  order  that  he  should  have  a  week  to 
amend  the  bill,  and  that  the  defendant  should  an- 
swer the  amended  bill  within  the  three  weeks.  In 
the  case  of  Sharp  v.  Ashton,  the  answer  had  been 
referred  for  impertinence,  and  the  impertinence 
being  expunged,  the  plaintiff  took  exceptions  which 
were  allowed ;  the  plaintiff  then  amended,  and  ob- 
tained an  order  that  the  defendant  should  answer 
the  amendment  and  exceptions  together.  The  de- 
fendant's answer  was  afterwards  sworn,  but  not  having 
been  filed  on  account  of  some  informality,  a  motion 
was  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  reamend,  without  pre- 
judice to  the  injunction.  The  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tifi^  and  his  solicitor,  alleged,  that,  except  by  the 
answer  to  the  amended  bill,  they  had  no  notice  of  a 
fact  which  was  very  material  information  to  the 
plaintiff  in  the  prosecution  in  his  defence  at  law ; 


(a)  Mair  v.  Thelusson^  sup, 
Xb)  2  V.  &  B.  330. 


124 


TO  STAY  PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW. 


Amendment. 


Motion  re- 
fused. 


Injunction 
dissolved 
upon  the 
merits,  re- 
vived upon 
plaintiff's 
amending. 


that  all  the  circumstances  connected  with  that  trans- 
action must  be  brought  before  the  court,  either  by 
way  of  supplement,  or  re-amendment,  more  par- 
ticularly than  as  stated  in  the  answer ;  and  that  the 
plaintiff  could  not  safely  p]:oceed  to  trial  without 
the  defendant's  answer  to  such  supplemental  or  re- 
amended  matter :  the  affidavit  then  stated  the  pro- 
posed re-anlendments. 

But  where  the  answer  had  come  in,  and  not  been 
excepted  to,  this  motion  was  refused  with  costs ;  Lord 
Eldon  said,  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  that  stage  which 
entitled  him  to  sustain  the  injunction,  by  showing 
exceptions  for  cause,  or  showing  merits,  but  that  he 
was  not  entitled  to  amend  (a).  It  is  scarcely  ne- 
cessary to  notice,  that  if  exceptions  are  taken,  the 
common  order  to  amend  cannot  be  obtained  till  the 
exceptions  are  disposed  of;  because  the  defendant 
is  prevented  by  the  exceptions  from  moving  to  dis- 
solve^ and  therefore  the  plaintiff  shall  not  indirectly 
give  himself  an  opportunity  of  amending,  without  the 
special  order  that  such  amendment  shall  be  without 
prejudice  to  the  injunction  (b)i 

There  is  another  point  connected  with  this  sub- 
ject, upon  which  much  difference  of  opinion  has 
been  entertained,  viz.  sis  to  the  mode  by  which 
an  injunction,  which  has  been  dissolved  upon  the 
merits,  is  to  be  refvived  upon  the  plaintiff  having 
amended.  It  has  been  maintained,  that  if  the  de- 
fendant is  in  default  for  not  answering  the  amend- 
ments, the  injunction  will  be  revived  (as  it  is  granted 


(a)  Turner  v.  Bazeley,  2  V.  &  B,  330. 
{b)  Dixon  v.  Redmond,  2  Sch.  &  Lef.  515. 
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under  the  same  circumstances  on  an  original  bill)  Amendment. 
upon  iapplication  of  course  until  answer  or  further  ^' 
order.  Lord  Hardwicke  is  reported,  by  Mr.  Dickens, 
in  a  case  where  a  special  application  had  been  made 
for  this  purpose  upon  notice^  to  have  declared  that 
notice  was  not  necessary,  and  that  the  motion  was 
of  course  (a) :  and  Mr.  Dickens,  in  some  observa- 
tions which  he  submitted  to  Lord  Thurlow  (but 
which,  like  those  he  gave  to  Lord  Bathurst  in  Mason 
V.  Murray,  have  not  met  with  the  approbation  of 
succeeding  judges),  insisted  that  this  was  the  prac- 
tice (J).  This,  however,  is  in  a  great  measure  con- 
tradicted by  the  establishment  of  the  doctrine  just 
alluded  to,  as  to  permitting  amendment  without 
prejudice  to  the  injunction ;  the  proposition,  as  ob- 
served by  Lord  Eldon,  being  absurd,  that  the  court 
holds  a  plaintiff  so  strictly  to  the  rule,  that  he  shall 
put  his  best  case  foremost  at  first,  as  not  to  permit 
him  to  amend  without  losing  the  injunction,  unless 
expressly  saved  in  that  order  of  amendment  {  yet  if 
upon  discussing  the  merits,  the  court  thinks  him 
not  entitled  to  an  injunction,  he  shall  obtain  it  by 
amending,  not  communicating  to  the  court  why  he 
did  not  make  the  case  for  it  at  first  (c).  And  in-  ' 
deed  it  is  hardly  probable  that  Lord  Hardwicke 
should  have  expressed  himself  in  Bagster  v.  Walker 
ift  the  manner  represented  by  Mr.  Dickens  j  as  in  a 
case  which  subsequently  occurred,  he  stated  the 
doctrine  upon  the  subject  to  the  contrary,  in  the 

(a)  Bagster  v.  Walker,  2  Dick.  757.  also  reported  without  these 
ohservations,  1  Dick.  109. 
{b)  2  Dick.  755. 
(c)  2  V.  &  B.  103. 
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Amendment,  following  clear  aind  distinct  manner :   **  Where  an 

injunction  has  once  been  dissolved  on  the  merits 
upon  the  answer  put  in,  whether  by  decree  of  the 
court  on  dismissing  the  bill,  or  on  motion  upon 
coming  in  of  the  answer  on  arguing  of  the  merits,  as 
they  appear  on  the  oath  only  of  the  defendants :  if 
the  plaintiff  amends  that  bill,  or  files  a  supplemental 
bill  with  new  matter,  which  is  part  of  the  old  cause, 
he  cannot  apply  as  of  course  for  a  new  injunction  to 
stay  proceedings  until  answer  or  further  order ;  the 
ground  of  that  course  of  the  court  being,  that  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  state  his  case  on  filing  the  original 
bill  as  to  the  merits  of  his  equity,  the  court  not 
giving  him  liberty  to  split  and  retail  out  his  equity 
to  apply  upon  another  head  for  another  injunctiort 
after  the  former  one  is  dissolved  («)/* 
Special  The  doctrine  thus  clearly  and  satisfactorily  esta- 

r£vir*^    Wished,  has  been  followed  in  all  the  modern  cases  (ft), 

and  no  injunction  which  has  been  once  dissolved,  can 
now  be  revived,  without  special  motion  on  amend- 
ments verified  by  affidavit.  These  determinations 
have  thus  not  only  exploded  the  doctrine  contended 
for  by  Mr.  Dickens,  but  also  the  modification  of  it 
adopted  by  Lord  Thurlow  in  the  above  noticed  case 
of  Edwards  v.  Jenkins,  where  his  Lordship  was  of. 
opinion,  that,  although  it  was  necessary  that  this  ap- 
plication should  be  on  special  motion,  yet  there  need 
not  be  any  affidavit  in  support  of  the  amendment: 

(a)  Travers  v.  Lord  Stafford,  2  Ves.  19.     S.  C.  Amb.  104. 

(fi)  Anon.  3  Atk.  394.  Lady  Markham  v.  Dickenson,  1  Ves. 
jun.  30.  Norris  v.  Kennedy,  11  Ves.  565,  James  v.  Downes, 
18  Ves.  522.  Bliss  v.  Boscawen,  2  V.  &  B.  101.  Vipan  v.  Mprt- 
lock,  2  Meriv.  479. 
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as  he  considered  the  only  difference  to  be,  that  the  Amendment. 
court  decided  on  special  motion  upon  the  amended 
bill,  what  was  done  of  course  on  the  original  bill. 

Two  points,  therefore,  in  every  application  of  this 
sort,  should  be  attended  to,  as  without  their  concur- 
rence  the  injunction  cannot  be  obtained.  1st,  The 
truth  of  the  amended  bill,  must  be  verified  upon 
special  motion  by  affidavit,  showing  that  the  plaintiff 
could  not  sooner  have  put  them  on  the  record ;  and 
2dly,  the  defendant  must  be  in  default.  There  is  a  Necessary 
case  in  the  court  of  Exchequer  (a),  in  which  it  was  ^^^^  h^^la^' 
laid  down,  that  it  was  necessary  that  the  defendant  be  in  default. 
in  this  case  should  be  in  contempt;  this  determina- 
tion has,  however,  been  overruled.  Lord  Eldon  having 
expressly  determined,  that  it  is  sufficient  if  he  is  in 
default  (b).  In  the  former  of  these  cases  the  doctrine 
is  thus  stated  by  Lord  Eldon  :  "  He  cannot,  I  appre- 
hend, apply  till  default  by  the  defendant,  and  then 
he  does  not  move  for  the  injunction  upon  the  amended 
bill  by  reason  merely  of  the  default ;  but  taking  that 
as  one  ground,  he  moves  for  the  injunction,  verify- 
ing the  truth  of  the  amended  bill  by  affidavit ;  and 
then  if  there  is  both  default  by  the  defendant,  and 
an  equitable  case  proved  by  the  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  court  giving  credit  to  the  bill  in  the*  first 
instance,  if  there  is  also  default  by  the  defendant, 
in  the  latter  does  not  give  credit  to  the  bill  as  the 
second  proceeding,  unless,  besides  the  default,  the 
bill  is  also  verified  by  affidavit ;  but  until  ^  some  de- 
fault, the  plaintiff  cannot  be  entitled  to  the  injuhc- 

(fl)  Gadd  w.  Worrall,  2  Anst.  553. 

{b)  James  r.  Downes,  18  Ves.  522.  Vipan  v,  Mortlock,  2  Meriv. 
476. 


/ 
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Amendment  tiQii  I  toT  instance,  unless  the  time  for  answering  has 

expired  without  an  diaswer,  no  verification  of  the  bill 

will  do*    If  Lord  Thurlow  meant  to  lay  down,  that 

though  there  was  no  default  by  the  defendant,  the 

m^re  verification  of  the  amended  bill  is  sufficient ; 

with  all  deference,  1  do  not  agree  to  that  (a)  (J)/* 

Defendant         Where  an  injunction  has  been  thus  obtained,  it 

upon^^^'     seems  that  a  defendant  will  be  allowed  to  move,  before 

davit,  to  dis-  answer ^  to  dissolve  it,  upon  affidavit  in  reply  to  that, 

tion  granted  upon  which  the  injunction  has  been  so  granted  (c); 

upon  amend-  gjj^  j^.  geems  reasonable  that  the  defendant,  upon 

ments*  ^ 

such  affidavit,  should  be  allowed  to  show  as  cause  for 
dissolving  the.  injunction,  that  the  matter  introduced 
by  way  of  amendment,  was  in  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  he  filed  the  original  bill  (jd). 
Whether,  But,  where  an  injunction  has  not  been  obtained 

"imctfon^b^"  ^P^^  *^^  original  bill,  and  the  plaintiflP  afterwards 
tained  upon   amends,  it  has  been  determined  that  an  injunction 

the  original 
bill,  injunc- 
tion may  be         («)  18Ve8.5£3. 

obtained  of  (b)  There  is  a  case  which  occurred  in  Ireland,  which  is  a  remark- 
course  upon  ^ijig  Jnstance  of  the  laxity  of  practice  which,  till  a  recent  period, 
ments.  ^^  prevailed  in  that  country.    It  was  a  motion  to  dissolve  an 

injunction,  the  plaintifF  having  amended  )m  bill  without  leave: 
the  court,  however,  considering  the  amendments  material,  and 
such  as  would  have  been  allowed,  and  the  plaintiff  offering  terms, 
which  tended  to  prevent  delay,  continued  the  injunction,  upon  the 
plaintiff  paying  the  costs  of  the  defendant's  motion  to  dissolve. 
Welsh  V.  Hannan,  2  Sch,  &  Lef.  516*  This  determination,  ft  will 
be  observediy  is  remarkable  for  two  important  objections :  1st,  the 
ct^e  is  founded  upon  a  violation  of  the  principle,  that  an  injunc- 
tion drops  of  course  upon  a^iendment;  and,  2dly,  it  does  not 
seem  to  have  been  inquired,  when  the  subject  matter  of  the 
amendment  canie  to  the  plaintiff's  knowledge, 
(c)  2  Meriv.  479. 
\d)  Ibid, 
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will  issue  of  course  ^  upon  the  defendant  being  in  Abatement. 
defiiult  for  not  answering  the  amended  bill.     The 
determination  (a)  to  this  effect,  which  was  made  by 
Lord  ^i^rskine  (i),  is  supported  by  the  authority  of 
a  loose  passage  in  Gilbert  (c),  and  of  an  anonymous  » 

case  in  Barnardiston  (rf).  It  is,  however,  so  much  at 
variance  with  the  genejal  practice  with  regard  to 
amendment  in  injunction  cases,  so  contrary  to  rea- 
son, and  so  little  supported  by  authority,  that  it  is  not 
improbable,  when  the  question  is  reconsidered,  that 
the  court  will  expect  the  plaintiff  to  state,  upon 
affidavit,  his  reasons  for  not  having  put  the  whole  of 
his  case  originally  upon  the  record. 


When  an  injunction  has  been  obtained,  and  the  Abatement 

V  J  V 

cause  afterwards  abates  by  the  death  of  the  defend-  ^  ^^^  ' 

(a)  Nelthorpe  v.  Law,  13  Ves.  323. 

{h)  There  is  a  singular  error  with  regard  to  this  determination^ 
which  has  crept  into  the  report  of  the  case  of  Bliss  v.  Boscawen, 
2  y.  &  B«  102.  in  which  Lord  Eldon  was  much  pressed  by  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  with  the  above  authorities,  and  particularly 
with  that  of  Nelthorpe  v.  Law.  His  lordship  is  represented  as  . 
saying,  ^<  In  the  case  of  Nelthorpe  v.  Law,  I  made  that  order  with 
reluctance,  but  was  bound  by  the  practice ;"  unless,  however,  the 
case  was  again  brought  forward  before  his  lordship  (of  which  no 
notice  is  taken  in  the  report),  this  must  be  a  mistake,  as^  accord*- 
ing  to  the  date,  the  case  was  decided  almost  two  months  before 
Lord  Erskine  quitted  the  seals.  The  passage^  however,  is,  at  all 
events,  of  importance,  as  recording  Lord  Eldon's  opinion  of  the 
impropriety  of  the  practice. 

(c)  183.  ,  - 

(d)  322. 

K 
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Abatement, 


Effect  of 
bankruptcy 
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No  £^bate* 
inent  in  the 
Exchequer, 
and  earlier 
cases  in 
Chancery, 


ant,  the  practice  is  to  move,  on  the  part  of  his  repre- 
sentatives, that  the  plaintiff  may  revivd  within  a  rea- 
sonable time  (usually  a  week),  or  that  the  injunc- 
tion may  be  dissolved  [a).  If  the  cause  abates  by 
the  death  of  the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  may  obtain 
a  similar  order  against  his  representative  (J), 
*  There  is  scarcely  any  point  of  practice,  upon  which 
the  authorities  are  so  much  at  variance,  or  upon  which 
so  little  light  can  be  derived  from  writers  professing 
to  treat  upon  this  subject,  as  the  question,  how  far 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff,  causes  an  abatement 
of  the  suit  (c)  ? 

In  one  of  the  earliest  cases  upon  the  subject, 
where  an  injunction  had  been  obtained  by  a  per- 
son  who  afterwards  became  bankrupt,  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  said,  that  bankruptcy  was  no  abatement,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  must  show  cause,  or  he  would 
dissolve  the  injunction  {d).  In  another  case,  where 
the  defendant,  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  plaintiff, 


(a)  Stuart  V.  Ancell,  1  Cox,  411.  Hill  v.  Hoare,  2  Cox,  50. 
CoUard  v.  Hoare,  ib. 

{b)  Duke  of  Chandos  v.  Talbot,  Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  24-.  Ward  v.  Loring, 
1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  287.  There  is  the  following  obscure  note  in 
Tothill^  99.  Webb  v.  Wise,  a  mortgage  before  an  injunction,  the 
court  declares  that  it  shall  go  and  be  revived^  notwithstanding  no 
bill  of  revivor,    10  Car. 

(c)  Where  a  defendant  becomes  bankrupt,  the  plaintiff  cannot 
dismiss  his  bill  without  costs,  Rutherford  v.  Miller,  2  Anst.  458. 
a  great  hardship  upon  the  plaintiff,  as  the  defendant  may  move  to 
dismiss  the  bill,  with  costs,  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  so  -drive 
mm  to  speed  the  cause,  although  he  may  be  able  to  obtain  all  the 
relief  which  he  seeks  under  the  commission,  Monteith  v.  Taylor, 
9Ves.  615. 

(d)  Anon.  1  Atk.  263, 
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had  obtained  the  common  order  to  dismiss  for  want  Abatement 
ofprosecution  with  costs;  Lord  Hardwicke  dismissed 
a  petition  of  the  bankrupt  to  be  relieved  from  the 
costs  (a).  So  in  a  cause  before  Sir  T.  Sewell  (i), 
and  in  three  in  the  Exchequer  (c),  bills  were  dis- 
missed  for  want  of  prosecution,  and  in  two  of  those 
instances  with  costs ;  the  court  observing,  that  bank- 
ruptcy was  no  abatement,  and  ought  not  to  prevent 
the  defendant  from  being  reimbursed,  if  he  could, 
the  expenses  of  the  suit.  There  has  been,  however, . 
great  inconsistency  in  the  doctrine  of  the  Ex- 
chequer, for  that  court,  though  holding  the  bank- 
ruptcy not  an  abatement,  has  nevertheless  refused 
to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  speed  the  cause.  If  the 
bankruptcy  was  not  an  abatement,  what  right  had 
they,  as  observed  by  Lord  Eldon  (rf),  to  dismiss 
the  bill?  why  not  let  him  speed  the  cause,  and 
go  on? 

Lord  Thurlow,  on  the  other  hand,  in  two  cases  (e)  Bankruptcy 
(in  the  former  of  them  very  distinctly)  delivered  an  ^^^^^^^  ^y' 
opinion  to  the  contrary;  and  it  may  be  collected  from  tantamount 

.  /»  •11  to  an  abate- 

the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon,  in  the  late  case  ment,  in 
of  Randall  v.  Mumford  (/),  that  the  bankruptcy,  Chancery. 
if  not  an  abatement,  is  tantamount  to  an  abate- 
ment.    The  difficulty  of  determining  the  question 

(a)  Ex  parte  Berry,  1  Dick«  81. 
^    (b)  Hall  V.  Chapman,  1  Dick.  34<8. 

(c)  Tait  V.  Carwick,  1  Atk.  263.  n.     Bramhall  v.  Cross,  ib. 
Davidson  v.  Butler,  ib.  S.  C.  2  Anst.  460.  n. 

(d)  18  Ves.  426. 

{e)  Sellas  v.  Dawson,  1  Atk.  263.  n.    S.  C.  2  Anst.  460.  n. 
Lingard  v,  Webb,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  435. 
if)  18  Ves.  424. 

k2 
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Maiement.    is,  in   many  cftses,  eluded  by  ordering   upon  the  • 

motion,  to  dismiss  the  bill  with  costs  for  want  of 
prosecution;  that  the  assignees  do  file  a  supple- 
mental bill  within  a  reasonable  time,  or  in  default 
thereof,  that  the  plaintiff's  bill  do  stand  dismissed  (a)  3 
this  in  one  case  was  done  without  costs,  and  it 
appears  probable,  from  what  fell  from  the  court  in 
the  other,  that  it  would  be  so  in  general. 

The  above  noticed  case  of  Randall  v.  Mumford 
is  extremely  valuable,  as  containing  Lord  Eldon's 
observations  upon  the  practice  of  the  Court  of 
Chancery,  with  regard  to  injunctiops  upon  the  bank- 
ruptcy of  the  plaintiff.  "  Here,"  observed  his  Lord- 
ship, "it  is  not  the  practice  to  dissolve  the  injunction} 
but  the  motion  is,  that  the  assignees  shall  come  in, 
or  the  injunction  be  dissolved,  which  shows  that  the 
court  takes  notice  of  the  bankruptcy.  In  Sellas 
V.  Dawson,  Lord  Thurlow  seems  to  have  got  this 
length,  that  the  order  to  dismiss  was  a  nullity,  and 
therefore  not  to  be  discharged ;  that  the  bankruptcy, 
if  not  an  abatement,  was  in  the  nature  of  an  abate- 
ment ;  and  he  undoubtedly  held,  that  the  court  has 
never  permitted  itself  to  be  embarrassed  by  the  dif- 
ficulty of  giving  notice  to  the  assignees.  Suppose 
the  case  of  the  plaintiff,  in  a  bill  for  an  injunction, 
becoming  bankrupt,  that  the  assignees  will  not  adopt 
his  suit,  and  the  difiiculty  of  giving  them  notice. 
There  are  many  suits  that  a  bankrupt  may  main- 
tain, and  if  he  shows  a  clear  case  for  an  injunction, 
it  is  difficult  to  justify  an  order,  that  if  the  assignees 
are  not  brought  before  the  court  in  a  reasonable 

(a)  French  v.  Barton,  18  Ves.  425.     Randall  v.  Muraford,  &up. 
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time,  the  injunction  shall  be  dissolved;  perhaps  be-  Abatement. 
fore  the  certificate,  and  in  the  plainest  case  for  up- 
holding the  injunction  between  those  parties.  This 
court,  however,  without  saying  whether  bankruptcy 
is  or  is  not  strictly  an  abatement,  has  said,  that  ac- 
cording to  the  course  of  the  court,  the  suit  is  become 
as  defective  as  if  it  was  abated ;  and  as  the  assignees 
will  have  the  benefit  of  the  suit,  and  assuming  in 
practice  that  he  who  is  a  bankrupt  wijl  continue  so, 
the  course  which  the  court  has  taken  is,  to  require 
him  to  bring  his  assignees  before  it  by  bill  of  revivor, 
or  supplemental  bill,  in  the  nature  of  a  bill  of  revivor, 
or  by  whatever  name  it  is  called;  and  the  court 
supposing  that  the  bankrupt  will  find  the  means  of 
giving  the  assignees  notice,  and  not  troubling  itself 
with  that  difficulty,  dissolves  the  injunction,  fre- 
quently with  great  injustice,  if  they  do  not  come 
here.'* 

The  practice  in  the  Exchequer  is  stated  by  Mr. 
Fowler  {a)  to  be  similar ;  it  being  a  motion  of  course 
that  unless  the  assignees  file  a  supplemental  bill  within 
a  limited  time  (usually  a  fortnight),  the  injunction 
may  stand  dissolved.  This  practice  is  another  in- 
stance of  the  inconsistency  to  which  that  court  is 
driven  by  the  doctrine  already  noticed ;  for  at  the 
same  time  that  it  holds  the  bankruptcy  not  to  be  an 
abatement,  it  so  far  takes  notice  of  it  as  to  dissolve 
the  injunction,  unless  the  assignees  become  parties 
to  the  suit. 


(a)  Vol.l.  286. 
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Dismissal  of      If  three  terms  have  elapsed  without  any  step  being 

.' taken  by  the  plaintiff,  the  injunction,  as  we  have 

seen,  according  to  one  of  Lord  Bacon's  ordinances, 
falls  of  itself,  without  further  motion  (a).  The  de- 
fendant is  besides,  entitled  to  an  order  to  dismiss  the 
bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  which  may  be  obtained 
mthout  notice.  A  courtesy  which  had  prevailed 
among  the  clerks  in  court,  requiring  the  defendant 
to  hand  over  a  note  of  his  intention,  has  been  ex- 
pressly disavowed  (i).  The  circumstance  of  an  in- 
junction having  been  obtained,  either  for  want  of  an 
answer  (c),  or  upon  the  merits  (rf),  is  no  objection  to 
the  motion.  Nor  is  showing  cause  against  dissolving 
an  injunction,  such  a  proceeding  as  to  prevent  the 
dissmissal  of  a  bill  for  want  of  prosecution  (e). 

The  court,  hoyrever,  will  sometimes,  under  special 
circumstances,  and  upon  payment  of  the  costs  of  the 
order  of  dismissal,  and  of  the  application,  restore  the 
bill  (y) ;  but  not  where  the  sole  object,  is  to  agitate 
the  question  of  costs  (^). 

By  an  order  of  the  21  st  of  May,  1725,  it  is  directed, 
that  if  the  plaintiff  does  not  set  down  the  cause  for 

(a)  Ante,  p.  118.    Beames'  Orders,  14. 

(b)  Degraves  v.  Lane,  15  Ves.  291.  Naylor  v.  Taylor,- 16  Ves. 
127.  Jackaon  i).  Pumell,  ib.  204.  Browne  v.  Byne,  1  V.  &  B. 
SIO.    Attorney  General  v.  Finch,  ib.  368. 

(c)  Day  V.  Ince,  3  V.  &  B.  170. 

(d)  Hannam  v.  Soutt  London  Water  Works,  2  Meriv.  61. 
Bliss  V.  Collins,  cit.  ib. 

(e)  Earl  of  Warwick  v.  Duke  of  Beaufort,  1  Cox,  111. 

(y)  Jackson  v.  Pumell,  sup.  Morris  v.  Owen,  1  V.  &  B,  52S. 
Fuller  V.  Willis,  3  V.  &  B.  1 .  Bellingham  v.  Bruty,  1  Mad. 
Rep.  265. 

(g)  Hannam  v.  South  London  Water  Works,  ante. 
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hearing  the  term  after  publication  has  passed,  the  pismissalof 

defendant  may  apply  to  set  down  the  cause  the  term  _J 

after  that ;  but  in  injunction  causes^  the  defendant  is 
at  liberty  to  set  down  the  cause  the  term  next  after 
publication  passed  (ja). 


The  practice  of  granting  injunctions,  though  esta-  injunctions 
blished  as  well  by  ancient  and  constant  usage,  as  by  "^^^ed  by 

•^  ^  '  -^    the  courU  of 

the  memorable  discussion  in  the  reign  of  James  I.  law. 
yet  received  little  attention  from  the  courts  of 
common  law  (h) :  accordingly  we  find  in  the  time  of 
Edward  IV.  the  judges  of  the  King's  Bench  tell- 
ing a  plaintiff  at  law,  who  had  been  restrained  by 
injunction  after  verdict,  that  they  would  give  judg- 
ment if  he  chose  to  pray  it,  and  that  he  could  not 
be  injured  by  so  doing,  as,  though  he  might  be  com- 
mitted to  the  Fleet,  they  would  discharge  him  upon 
a  habeas  corpus  (c).  Even  in  the  time  of  William  III. 
and  Queen  Anne,  motions  were  refused  to  enlarge 
the  term  where  the  plaintiff  had  a  judgment  in  equity, 
but  had  been  restrained  by  injunction  (rf). 

The  strictness  of  this  practice  has,  however,  since 


(a)  Beames'  Orders>  333. 

{b)  3  Woodes.  Lect.  398. 

(c)  22  E.  4.  37. 

{d)  Anon.  Salk.  257*  Holt,  C.  J.,  said  he  had  no  mind  to  build 
a  new  clock-house ;  alluding  to  the  tradition  of  a  clock-house  haying 
been  built  at  Westminster  out  of  a  fine  of  800  marks  set  upon 
Hengham,  C.  J.,  for  altering,  out  of  compassion,  a  fine  set  upon  a 
poor  man,  3  Bl.  Com.  408. 
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Dismissal  of  been  relaxed ;  and  the  courts  of  law,  where  necessary, 

' take  notice  of  injunctions :  thus  in  several  cases  in 

which  a  defendant  has  stayed  proceedings  by  injunc- 
tion, he  shall  not  afterwards  have  the  usual  notice  to 
plead,  of  trial,  &c.  {a). 

A  judgment  of  nonpros  cannot  be  regularly  signed 
pending  an  injunction  (J).  It  has  also  been  deter- 
mined, contrary  to  former  cases  (c),  that  where  a 
plaintiff  has  been  restrained  by  injunction  for  a 
year  from  taking  out  execution,  he  may  do  so  with- 
out a  scire  facias  (d). 

Lord  Mansfield  laid  it  down  as  a  rule,  that  though 
he  would  not  wait  at  nisi  prius  for  any  proceedings 
in  equity,  yet  that  he  would  on  no  account  take  a 
cause  out  of  its  course  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
them :  and  this  is  the  present  practice  {e). 

(a)  Tidd,  Pr.  360,  361.  371.  483.  717. 

(b)  Bowser  v.  Price,  ib.  473. 

(c)  Winter  v.  Lightbound^  1  Stra.  301.  Booth  v.  Booth,  6  Mod.. 
288.  Salk.  322.     Hodson  v.  Earl  of  Warrington,  3  P.  W.  36. 

•    (d)  Mitchell  v.  Cue,  Burr.  660. 
{e)  Goldsmidt  v.  Marryatt,  1  Camp.  559. 
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CHAPTER  VII. 

Of  Injunctions  to  stay  Proceedings  in  the  Spirittcal 
Courts^  the  Courts  of  Admiralty^  S^c. 

Injunctions  to  restrain  parties  suing  in  the  Spi- 
ritual or  Admiralty  courts  differ  as  materially  from 
Prohibitions,  as  it  has  been  already  shown  to  be  the 
case,  with  regard  to  Injunctions  to  stay  proceedings 
at  law  («)•  Courts  of  Equity,  observed  Lord  Hard- 
wicke,  do  not  grant  injunctions  where  the  eccle- 
siastical court  proceeds  without  jurisdiction,  but 
where  there  are  some  equitable  circumstances  be- 
tween the  parties  (J). 

However,  though  the  courts  do  not  profess  to 
proceed  upon  the  ground  of  a  defect  of  jurisdiction, 
yet  it  is  remarkable  that  one  of  the'  most  ordinary 
instances  of  this  species  of  interposition,  seems  ex- 
clusively founded  upon  it,  viz.  where  a  suit  is  in- 
stituted in  the  spiritual  court  for  tithes,  and  a  modus 
is  set  up  as  a  defence  (c).  Lord  Hardwicke,  upon 
an  application  of  this  nature,  observed,  that  he  could 
only  grant  an  injunction  upon  the  same  grounds  that 
a  court  of  law  would  grant  a  prohibition  propter 
triationis  defectum  (rf).     In  these  cases  it  must  be 

(a)  Ante,  p.  4. 

(b)  Barnard.  Ch.  Rep.  29. 

(c)  Abthorp  v.  Jennings,  Bunb.  27.  Blacket  v,  Finney,  ib.  176. 
Salmon  v.  Rake,  ib.  n. 

(d)  Rotberam  v,  Fanshaw,  3  Atk.  628.  ♦ 


WUtftCtU 

Courts. 
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Eededaaical  shown  that  the  modus  has  been  pleaded  in  the  Ec- 

^^^'  clesiastical  court  and  denied  there,  for  if  admittedf 

the  court  may  go  on  (a).     Therefore,  the  mere  sug' 

gestion  of  a  modus,  is  not  a  ground  to  induce  the 

court  of  equity  to  interfere  (J). 

TriMts.  Another  instance  of  this  species  of  interposition. 

is  founded  upon  the  exclusive  jurisdiction  in  cases 
of  Trust :  therefore  wherever  there  is  a  trust,  or  any 
thing  in  the  nature  of  a  trust,  a  Court  of  Equity 
interposes,  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of  a  suit  in  the 
Ecclesiastical  court  for  payment  of  a  legacy.  This 
is  done  either  where  a  cause  is  at  the  time  depending 
in  a  court  of  equity,  when  an  injunction  is  granted 
until  the  rights  of  the  parties  are  determined  at  the 
hearing  (c) :  or  where  a  trustee  is  seeking  payment, 
into  his  own  hands,  of  a  legacy  left  to  his  cestui  que 
trust  (jd) :  or  where  a  father  is  suing  for  a  legacy  left 
to  an  infant  child  (e),  or  a  husband  for  a  legacy  to 
his  wife.  As  in  the  last  of  these  cases,  the  spiritual 
court  has  no  means  of  compelling  the  husband  to 
make  an  adequate  settlement  upon  the  wife,  a  prac- 
tice has  arisen  (for  which  there  is  a  very  ancient 
precedent  in  Tothill  {f)  )  according  to  which  a  court 
of  equity,  in  order  to  secure  the  equitable  rights  of 
the  wife,  restrains  the  husband  in  the  prosecution  of 
the  suit  in  the  spiritual  court  (jg). 

(a)  Rotheram  v.  Fanshaw,  3  Atk.  628. 
\h)  lb. 

(c)  Parre  v.  Tipelady,  Cary,  104*.    Stonehouse  v.  Stonehouse, 
1  Dick.  98.     Smith  v.  Kempson,  2  Dick.  769. 

(d)  Hill  V.  Turner,  1  Atk.  516. 
{e)  Prec.  Can.  547. 

{/)  Tanfield  v.  Davenport,  Toth.  114. 

{g)  Harrison  v.  Buckle,  1  Str.  238.    Gardiner  v.  Walker,  ib. 
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A  case  has  been  referred  to,  in   which  there  EccletiasHcdl 
having  been  mutual  accounts  between  the  parson     ^"  ^' 


and  a  parishioner,  an  injunction  was  granted  to  re- 
strain the  former  from  proceeding  in  the  Ecclesi-^ 
astical  court  for  an  account  of  tithes  (a).  It  is  said 
that  Lord  Ellesmere  usually  granted  injunctions  to 
stay  suits  upon  the  statute  2  Edward  VI.  to  recover 
treble  damages  for  not  setting  out  tithes,  but  per- 
mitted the  parties  to  sue  otherwise  as  they  would  {b). 
Injunctions  to  the  Spiritual  Court  were  also  ex- 
tremely common  in  the  Star  Chamber  (c). 

Injunctions  were  in  former  times  frequently  granted  Exchequer, 
by  the  court  of  Chancery  to  stay  proceedings  in  the 
Exchequer  (rf).  It  is  also  said,  that  if  after  a  bill  filed 
in  the  Exchequer  the  defendant  should  exhibit  another 
bill  against  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  of  Chancery ;  and 
it  should  appear  upon  a  reference  to  the  master,  that 
the  bill  in  the  Exchequer  was  first  filed,  and  that  the 
bill  in  Chancery  is  for  the  same  matter,  the  court 


503.  Anon.  1  Atk.  491.  Jewson  v,  Moulson,  2  Atk.  419. 
Nicholas  v,  Nicholas,  Free.  Can.  548.  Meals  v.  Meals,  1  Dick. 
373.  5  Ves.  739.  n.  Clancey's  Equitable  Rights  of  married  Wo- 
lAen,  198.  e^  seq, 

(a)  Anon.  1  Mad.  Ch.  129. 

{b)  P.  R.  C.  32.    Vide  also  Brackley  t;.  Pierson,  Toth.413. 

(c)  Hudson's  Tr.  2  Coll.  Jurid.  196.  In  a  copy  of  this  treatise 
in  Lincoln's  Inn  library  (Coxe  MSS.),  it  is  ascribed  to  Judge 
Mallet ;  but  the  memorandum  of  Lord  Keeper  Finch,  in  a  copy 

■  •  

in  the  Harleian  MSS.  proves  it  to  have  been  Hudson's.  There 
are  a  great  many  MS.  copies  of  it,  both  among  the  Harleian  and 
Hargrave  MSS. 

(flO  Catwallell  V.  Wynn,  Toth.  113.  Tresswell  v.  Guibon,  ib. 
Davis  V.  Wakefield,  3  Ch.  Rep.  1.  Roberts  v.  Wilks,  ib.  5.  S.  C. 
2  Freem.  161.    Eari  of  Newburgh  v.  Wren,  1  Vern.  220. 
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of  Exchequer  will  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain 
proceeding  upon  the  bill  in  Chancery  (a). 

There  are  several  old  cases,  in  which  persons  con- 
ceiving themselves  to  be  privileged  as  being  officers 
Or  accountants  of  the  court  of  Exchequer,  have  ob- 
tained injunctions  to  restrain  plaintiffs  from  proceed- 
ing against  them  in  the  court  of  Chancery  (ft).  This 
practice,  however,  was  very  soon  exploded,  and  the 
necessary  comity  between  the  two  courts  has  long 
been  established.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Coysgarne 
V.  Jones  (c),  the  cause,  after  a  decree  in  the  Ex- 
chequer, was  heard,  but  only  because  that  decree 
had  not  been  complete.  In  a  recent  case,  the  court 
of  Exchequer  having  refused  an  injunction,  a  bill 
was  filed  in  Chancery,  and  an  application  made  for 
an  injunction:  Lord  Eldon,  after  reprobating  the 
proceeding,  observed,  that  unless  some  precedent 
could  be  produced,  the  court  would  not  interfere 
until  the  hearing ;  and  that  he  must  take  the  decision 
of  the  court  of  Exchequer  to  be  right,  and  accord- 
ingly refused  the  application  (rf). 

An  injunction  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  Admi- 
ralty court,  in  a  suit  for  the  condemnation  of  a  ship, 
has  been  reftised,  where  it  has  appeared  that  the 
court  of  Admiralty,  has  had  sufficient  authority  to 
investigate  the  circumstances  (e).     There  are,  how- 


(a)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  270* 

(b)  East  V,  Bitteiison,  Gary,  96.  Lfewen  v.  Fawdesley,  ib.  136. 
S.  C.  Choice,  Cases  in  Chancery,  143.  Vendall  v.  Harvey,  Nelson, 
19. 

(c)  Arab.  613. 

(d)  Reynolds  v.  Pitt,  19  Ves.  138.  • 

(e)  Anon.  3  Atk.  350. 
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ever,  instances  in  the  books  not  only  of  injunctions  Admiralty 
to  stay  proceedings  in  that  court  (a),  but  also  the  ^'  ^^' 
Court  of  Wards  (i),  the  Dutchy  Court  (c),  the 
Mayor^s  Court  (rf),  the  Court  of  Stannaries  (e),  and 
proceedings  in  the  Petty  Bag  by  scire  facias  or 
privilege,  which  are  stayed,  it  is  said,  not  by  writ, 
but  by  order  (f). 

It  was  decided  by  Lord  Clarendon,  upon  great  Foreign 
consideration,  that  an  injunction  did  not  lie  to  stay  ^^^ 
a  suit  at  Leghorn  or  any  other  foreign  parts  (jg)* 
The  accounts  of  this  determination,  which  is  reported 
in  several  of  the  books,  are  various :  in  Freeman  it 
is  said  to  have  been  made  upon  the  advice  of  aU  the 
judges.  In  Nelson  it  is  stated,  that,  though  the 
judges  were  of  opinion  against  the  injunction,  all 
the  Barons  were  of  the  contrary  opinion.  The 
reporter  in  Chancery  Cases  takes  no  notice  of  the 
judges  having  been  consulted,  but  adds  a  quere  to 
the  judgment,  observing  that  the  bar  were  of  a  con- 
trary opinion.  The  doctrine  is  certainly  at  variance 
with  one  of  the  first  principles  of  a  court  of  equity, 
which,  without  regard  to  the  situation  of  the  subject 
matter  in  dispute,  considers  only  the  equities  arising 
from  the  acts  of  the  parties,  and  acting  in  personam 

(a)  Aylett  v,  Aylett,  Toth.  11 4-. 

(b)  Smith  <o.  Snotsbull,  ib. 

(c)  Levington  v.  Woton,  1  Ch.  Rep.  52. 

(rf)  Mildred  t?.  Neate,  1  Dick.  279.  Barker  v.  Goodair,  11  Ves. 
78.     Bristow  w.  Potts,  cit.  ib.     Rew  ©.  Dixon,  1  Mad.  Ch.  137. 

(e)  Trinick  v.  Bordfield,  Toth.  182. 

(/)  P.  R.  C.  202.  Vide  Hodson  v.  Earl  of  Warrington,  3  P.  W. 
35y  where  this  distinction  is  not  noticed. 

{g)  Love  ».  Baker,  1  Ch.  Ca.  67.  S.  C.  Nels.  103.  nom.  Lowe 

V.  Baker,  2  Frecm.  125. 
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Foreign  will  imprison  persons  disobeying  its  orders  (a).  There 
*^^'  is  a  note  in  the  Hargrave  MSS.  of  a  motion  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  proceedings  of  the  younger 
children  of  the  Earl  of  Portland  in  the  courts  in 
Holland,  for  part  of  their  father's  personal  estate, 
which  they  claimed  under  his  marriage  settlement, 
it  being  contended  that  a  legacy  under  his  will  was 
a  satisfaction.  The  injunction  was  refused,  on  the 
ground  of  the  defendant  not  being  in  contempt, 
and  not  having  prayed  time  to  answer;  but  no 
doubt  seems  to  have  been  entertained  upon  the 
jurisdiction,  as  to  which  a  case  of  Grey  v.  the  Duke 
of  Hamilton  was  cited  (J).  In  the  case  of  Wharton 
V.  May  (c),  it  was  made  part  of  the  decree,  that  two 
of  the  defendants  should  be  restrained  from  entering 
up  any  judgment,  or  carrying  on  any  action  in  the 
court  of  General  Session  in  Scotland.     Since  this 

(a)  Archer  v.  Preston,  1  £q.  Ab.  133.  Earl  of  Arglasse  r. 
Muschamp^  1  Vem;  75.  Lord  Kildare  v.  Eustace,  ib.  419.  ToUer, 
V.  Carteret,  2  Vera.  494.  1  Salk.  404.  Penn  v.  Lord  Bakimore^ 
cit.  ante.  Earl  of  Derby  v.  Duke  of  Athol,  1  Ves.  202. 
Roberdeau  v.  Rous,  1  Atk.  543.    Foster  v.  Vassal,  3  Atk.  587. 

•  Lord  Cranstown  v.  Johnston,  S  Ves.  170.    White  v.  Hall,  12  Ves. 

S21. 

(b)  Lord  Portland's  case,  114.  Harg.  MSS.  166.  There  is  a 
modem  case  in  which  plaintiffs  being  proceeding  both  in  the  court  of 
Chancery  and  in  a  court  at  Amsterdani,  having  made  their  election 
to  proceed  in  the  latter;  the  proceedings  in  the  court  of  Chancery 
were  stayed,  and  the  plainti£&  directed  to  pay  the  costs  of  their  pro- ' 
ceedings  there  subsequent  to  their  election.  This  order  must  have 
been  founded  upon  the  competency  of  the  court  of  equity,  if  not 
to  stay  proceedings  abroad  (in  case  the  plaintiffs  had  elected  to 
proceed  here),  at  least  to  refuse  to  give  assistance  here  unless  they 
abandoned  their  suit  abroad.    Pieters  v.  Thompson,  Coop.  294. 

(c)  5  Ves.  27. 
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sheet  has  gone  to  press,  the  author  has  been  informed  Foreign 
that  a  similar  order  was  made,  upon  motion,  in  the  "^^*' 
cause  of  Kennedy  v.  Earl  of  Cassilis. 

Though  the  cases  are  somewhat  at  variance,  it  Special 
seems  to'be  the  better  opinion,  that  the  Common  In-  *»o^on- 
junction  does  not  extend  to  stay  proceedings  in  the 
Spiritual  or  Admiralty  courts,  and  that  an  order  for 
that  purpose  must  be  moved  for  specially  {a). 

(a)  Anon,  1  P.  W.  301.  Bunbury,  27.  Barnard.  Ch.  Rep.  28. 
Chandler  v.  Gascoyne,  1  Dick.  281.  Macnamara  v.  Macguirey 
ib.  223. 
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•voaste^ 

CHAPTER  VIII. 

Of  Iiytmctions  to  stay  Waste.     What  Acts  are  deemed 

Waste. 

In  treating  upon  the  subject  of  Waste  it  will  be 
convenient,  1st,  to  enumerate  shortly  those -4cfe  which 
are  deemed  waste:  2dly,  to  consider  under  what 
circumstances,  and  for  and  against  what  persons 
a  court  of  equity  interposes  to  restrain  the  com- 
mission of  waste  i  and,  Sdly ,  to  show,  as  consequential 
to  it,  in  what  manner  it  compels  an  account,  or 
directs  the  application  of  timber  wrongfully  cut,  or 
accidentally  severed. 

The  consideration  ofthe  Mode  in  which  injunctions 
to  stay  waste  are  obtained  and  dissolved,  will  be  de- 
ferred to  the  concluding  part  of  this  treatise,  where 
the  decisions  upon  the  practice  of  the  courts  in  this 
and  other  cases  of  Special  Iiyu7iction  will  be  fully 
m  noticed. 


Waste,  which  is  of  two  sorts.  Voluntary  and  Per- 
missive,  is  defined  by  Lord  Coke  to  be  spoil  or  de- 
struction in  houses,  gardens,  trees,  or  other  corporeal 
hereditaments,  to  the  disinherison  of  him  that  hath 
the  remainder  in  fee  simple  or  fee  tail  (a).     By  the 

(a)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a. 


•m^'m'imi'^rm 
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feudal  law,  where  feuds  were  originally  granted  only  ^^^^  ^«su 
for  life,  the  commission  of  waste  by  the  vassal  was  a  ^^e. 
cause  of  deprivation  (a).     By  our  common  law  it  — 
was  only  punishable  in  three  persons : — Guardian  in 
Chivalry,  Tenant  in  Dower,  (and  though  some  doubt 
has  been,  entertained  as  ix}  the  last  (11) )  Tenant  by 
Curtesy.     The  statutes  of  Marlbridge  (c)  and  of 
Gloucester  (fiQ,  afterwards  extended  the  protection 
of  the  writ  of  waste,  wluch  lay  at  common  law,  to 
Tenants  for  Life  and  Tenants  for  Years  (e). 

Waste  in  timber  consists  in  cutting  down,  lopping, 

[a)  Craig,  88.    Wright,  4A.    2  BL  Com.  282. 

{h)  Reg.  72.  Bro.  Ab.  Tit  Waste,  88.  2  Inst  SOl .  2  BL  Com.  282. 

(c)  52  H.  3.  c.  23. 

((/)  6  Edw.  1.  c.  5. 

(^  A  modern  author,  whose  writings  are  extremeljr  valuable 
for  the  extensive  research  which  they  evince,  has  cited  a  passage 
from  Bracton  (Lib.  i.  c.  18.)  to  show  that  bodi  tenants  for  life 
9nd  other  farmers  were  punishable  at  common  law,  and  that  these 
Statutes  were  only  enacted  in  affirmance  of  it.    (Reeves*  Hist  of 
the  English  Law,  vol.  1.  186.  vol.  2.  73,  74.  148.  n.)    It  must  be 
admitted  that  the  citation  from  Bracton  supports  the  doctrine 
contended  for.    This,  however,  is  probably  the  only  passage  in 
any  author^  where  it  is  so  laid  down.     On  the  other  side  we 
have  the  authority  of  Lord  Coke,  repeated  in  several  parts  of  his 
writings :  who  has  been  followed  by  every  author  that  has  treated 
upon  the  subject,  and  every  judge  who  has  had  occasion  to 
aliude  to  it:  we  have  two  statutes  at  a  period  when  it  is  highly 
improbable   that    the   legislature   should  have    passed  laws   to 
enact  what  was  already  admitted:    and  if  doubts  had  existed 
upon  die  subject,  we  should  either  have  heard  of  them  from  the 
preambles,  or  some  declaratory  language  in  the  statutes  them^ 
selves,  or  they  would  have  been  noticed  by  contemporary  writers. 
Lastly,  the  reason  that  is  always  given  for  this  diversity,  viz. 
**  that  the  estate  of  the  three  former  was  created  by  the  law  itself, 
which,  therefore,  gave  a  remedy  against  them ;  but  that  the  lattler 

L 


146 


INJUNCTIONS  TO   STAY   WASTE. 


What  acts 
are  deemed 
waste. 

Waste  in 
trees. 


Estovers. 


topping,  or  doing  any  act  whereby  it  may  be  brought 
to:  decay  (a).  Oak,  ash,  and  elm  are  timber  in  all 
places  (i),  and  by  the  custom  of  different  counties 
birch,  beech,  walnut,  willow,  hornbeam,  blackthorn, 
&c.  (c)  J  the  cutting  of  many  sorts  of  trees  which  are 
otherwise  not  timber,  as  hornbeams,  hazels,  willows, 
sallows,  &c.  will,  from  the  situation  in  wlhich  they  are 
planted  (as  if  they  support  a  bank^  or  grow  within 
the  site  of  and  protect  a  house)  be  considered 
waste  (</).  Any  thing  tending  to  the  destruction  of 
the  subject  demised  is*  waste ;  thus,  though  the 
lessee  may  cut  underwood,  yet  the  eradicating  it,  or 
cutting  it  at  unseasonable  times,  or  destroying'  the 
germins,  is  waste  (e).  Where  the  underwood  is  the 
most  important  part  of  the  produce,  it  will  not  be 
waste  to  cut  timber,  if  necessary  for  its  growth  (y). 
And  if  trees^  be  excepted  out  of  a  demise,  waste 
cannot  be  committed  by  cutting  them  down  (g). 

The  cutting  of  trees  is  justifiable  for  Estovers,  as 
house-bote,  hay-bote,  plough-bote,  and  fire-bote. 
The  tenant  may  take  oak,  elm,  or  ash  for  the  repair 
of  the  house :  and  if  they  are  under  16  years  growth, 


came  in  by  the  demise  and  lease  of  the  owner  of  the  fee,  who  might 
have. provided  against  the  commission  of  waste,"  is  so  satisfactory, 
that  perhaps,  upon  the  whole,  it  may  not  be  considered  as  too 
hazardous  a  conjecture,  that  the  passage  in  Bracton  is  erroneous. 

(a)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a. 

(b)  lb.    2  Roll.  Ab.  814r.    Dy.  65.  a. 

(c)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a.    Mo.  812.    2  Roll.  Ab.  817. 819.    Cro.  Jac. 
126.     Cro.  Car.  531.    6  Com.  Dig.  505.    2  P.  W.  606. 

(d)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a.    Hob.  219. 

(e)  ,2  Roll.  Ab.  815.    Co.  Lit.  53.  a.    Cro.  Jac.  126. 
(/)2Ves.  162.    16Ves.  176. 

(g>  Goodright  v.  Vivian,  8  East,  190. 
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and  there  is  no  underwood,  it  is  said  that  he  may  What  acts 
take  them  for  fuel.     He  has  this  privilege  of  com-  Z^f^"^ 

mon  right,   so  that  a  covenant  that  he  may  take 

estovers  without  committing  waste  is  void,  and  if 
there  be  a  covenant  that  he  may  take  by  assignment^ 
it  has  been  determined  that  he  may  take  without  (a). 
There  is  no  difference  if  the  lessor  covenants  to  re- 
pair, for  if  he  neglects^  the  lessee  may  nevertheless 
cut  timber  for  that  purpose  (J). 

If  the  tenant  cuts  more  than  is  actually  necessary 
for  repairs,  or  if  after  cutting  down  the  trees  he 
suffer  them  to  lie  on  the  ground  and  decay,  it  is 
waste  (c).  It  is  also  a  rule,  which  appears  to  have 
been  rigidly  adhered  to,  that  the  trees  shall  be  ap- 
plied to  the  specific  purpose  for  which  they  are 
allowed  to  be  cut.  Thus  if  the  tenant  cut  down 
trees,  which  in  the  working  turn  out  to  be  unfit  for 
the  use  designed,  he  cannot  convert  them  to  any 
other  use  (rf) ;  nor  sell  them  and  buy  fit  wood  with  the 
money  (e),  andevenif  he  sell  them  and  buy  themagain, 
and  then  employ  them  in  repairs,  it  is  waste  (f) ; 
nor  can  he,  by  cutting  down  timber,  repay  himself 
the  money  he  has  expended  in  repairs  (g).  Thus 
if  the  lessor  having  covenanted  to  repair,  neglects 
to  do  so,  the  lessee,  though  he  may  cut  timber, 
cannot  pay  the  wages  of  the  workmen  out  of  it  (A). 

(a)  Co.  Lit-  53.  a.   Hob.  296.    Cro.  Eliz.  604,  7  Bac.  Ab.  252- 

(b)  Brownl.  240.    Mo.  23.  pi.  80.    7  Bac.  Ab.  261. 

(c)  Co.  Lit.  53.  b. 

(d)  Earl  of  Pembroke's  case,  Clayt.  47.  pi.  81. 

(e)  Attorney-general  «.  Lord  Stawell>  2  Anst.  601. 
(/)  Co.  Lit.  53.  b. 

{g)  lb.    Gower  v.  Eyre,  Coop,  156. 
(A)  7  Bac.  Ab.  261. 
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In  a  case  before  Lord  Thurlow,  a  t^naixt  for  life, 
with  power  under  an  enclosure  Act  to  mortage  for 
the  expenses  of  an  inclosure,  felled  timber  and  ap- 
plied the  produce  to  that  purpose }  a  decree  was, 
however,  made  against  his  assets  for  an  accoutit  of 
the  timber  cut  (^a).  Ecclesiastical  bodies  are  an  ex- 
ception to  this  rule ;  and  it  seems  that  they  may  sell 
the  timber  on  one  estate,  and  apply  the  produce  to 
the  repairs  of  any  other  (J). 

If  the  tenant  cut  down  or  destroy  fruit  trees^  if 
growing  in  a  garden  or  orchard,  it  is  waste  j  but  if 
torn  up  by  the  wind,  he  may  afterwards  cut  them  (c). 
Destruction  of  saffiron  heads  in  a  garden  has  been 
said  not  to  be  waste  (e/),  but  the  ploughing  up 
strawberry  beds  clearly  is  (e)^  If  tenant  of  a  dove- 
house,  park,  warren,  fish-pond,  or  similar  tene-» 
ment,  take  so  much  of  the  stock,  or  neglect  the 
means  of  preserving  it,  so  that  there  is  not  as  much 
left,  as  he  found  at  the  time  of  the  demise,  it  is 
waste  (jT).  It  is  said,  however,  that  unless  it  be  a 
free  warren  by  pr^cription,  the  tenant  may  destroy 
coney  burrows  (g):  but  in  a  modern  case,  this 
distinction  was  not  attended  to  (A)« 

(a)  Lee  v.  Alston,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  194.    3  ib.  37.    1  Ves.  jua.  78. 

(i)  Knight  V.  Mosely,  Amb.  176.  Wither  v.  Dean,  &c.  of 
Winchester^  3  Meriy«  421.  Herriog  t^  Dean,  &e.  of  Si.  Paul's,  2 
Wils.  Ch.  Rep  1. 

(c)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a. 

{d)  Bro.  Ab.  Waste,  143. 

(e)  Watherell  v.  Howells,  1  Campb.  227. 

(/)  Hob.  236.  Co.  Idt.  53.  b.  Vavesotir's  case,  2  Leon.  222. 
Anon.  4  Leon.  240. 

(g)  SiU  V.  Mole,  Toth.  210..  2  RoU.  Ab.  8ia.  Moylc  v.  Mayk, 
Owen,  66.    P.  R.  C.  213.    22  Vin.  Ab.  521. 

(h)  Angerstein  v.  Hunt,  6  Ves.  488. 
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Any  material  alteratioii  in  the  nature  of  the  thing  What  acts 
demised  is  waste,  though  the  value  be  not  diminished,  ^ste.^^ 
nay,. even  though  it  be  increased,  for  the  landlord  is 


thereby  in  danger  of  losing  evidence  of  the  identity  l^'^Z.- 
.  of  his  property.     Accordingly,  the  conversion  of  tion  of  the 
arable  into  wood,  or  of  meadow  into  arable,  pro-  Siisei  ^ 
vided  it  be  ancient  pasture,  is  waste ;  and  injunctions 
have  in  all  times  been  granted  to  prevent  it  (a). 
Converting  a  meadow  into  an  orchard,  or  ploughing 
up  a  hop  ground  and  sowing  it  with  grain  is  waste  (h). 
It  has  been  said  that  the  division  of  a  great  meadow 
into  a  number  of  parcels,  is  not  waste  (c).    But  the 
conversion  of  a  corn-mill  into  a  fulling-mill,  or  a 
brew4iouse  into  any  other  office,  is  waste  (d^ ;  and 
in  a  modem  case  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  was  clearly  of 
opinion,  that  the  changing  a  iogwood-miU  into  a 
cottoQ-mill,  was  waste  (e).  If  the  lessee  pulls  down  the 
hoiise  and  build  a  new  one,  it  is  waste,  if  the  new  one 
is  either  larger  or  smaller  than  the  one  demised  [f). 
In  a  late  case  one  of  the  principal  grounds  upon 
which  an  injunction  was  granted  against  proceeding  . 
with  alterations  in  a  house,  was  because  they  tended 
wholly  to  change  the  natm^e  of  the  property,  by 

^a)  Hastings  o.  Cowper,  Toth.  114.  Lord  Howard  o.  Ridley, 
ib.  290.  Atkins  v.  Temple,  1  Ch.  Rep.  IS.  Cole  v.  Pejrson, 
1  Ch.  Rep.  57.  Fermier  o.  Maundy  ib.  116.  Tregonwell  v. 
Lawrence,  2  Ch.  Rep.  49.  Gunning  v.  Gunning,  2  Show.  8. 
Clarke  v.  Thorp,  2  Ves.  233.  Lord  Grey  de  Wilton  v,  SflJton, 
6  Ves.  107. 

(b)  Owen,  66. 

(c)  2  Lev.  174.. 

id)  Green  #.  Cole^  2  Saund;  252.    1  Ley.  309.    i  Mtyd.  94. 

(b)  Bridges  v.  Kilburn,  tit.  5  Vea.  689. 

(/)  22  Vin,  Ab.  439.    Bro.  Waste,  j^.  143.  cit.  ib. 
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converting  a  private  house,  into  a  shop  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  coachmaker's  business  (a). 

Waste  in  houses  consists  either  in  pulling  down 
or  prostrating  them,  or  suffering  them  to  remain 
uncovered,  whereby  the  timbers  become  rotten,  or 
the  walls  decay  for  want  of  daubing  (i).  The  tenant 
must  at  his  peril  keep  the  house  from  wasting,  though 
there  be  no  timber  on  the  premises ;  but  if  the 
house  was  ruinous  at  the  time  of  the  lease,  and  fall 
within  the  term,  this  is  not  waste  (c).  Lord  Coke 
has  laid  down  that  if  tenant  builds  a  new  house,  it 
is  waste  ((/):  there  are,  however,  several  authorities 
to  the  contrary  (e),  and  it  is  probable,  as  it  has 
been  suggested,  that  he  must  be  understood  in  this 
passage  to  be  speaking  of  the  lessee  rasing  the  house 
and  building  another  less  large  (/*). 

In  general  waste  which  ensues  from .  the  act  of 
God,  as  lightning  or  tempest,  is  excusable  (g*),  but 
the  tenant  must  repair  it  as  soon  as  possible,  for  if 
he  suffers  the  house  to  decay  from  remaining  un- 
covered, it  becomes  waste.  At  common  law  the 
tenant  was  punishable  if  the  house  was  burnt  by 
negligence  or  mischance,  but  by  the  6  Ann,  c.  31. 

it  is  provided  that  no  action  is  to  be  prosecuted 

f 

(a)  Bannister  v.  Sadler,  14  Ves.  526. 
(J)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a. 
{c)  22  Vin.  Ab.  443. 

(d)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a. 

(e)  Keilway,  38.  b.  Lord  Darcy  v.  Askwith^  Hob.  238.  Cecil 
V.  Caves,  2  Rol.  Ab.  815. 

(/)  7  Bac.  Ab.  256. 

(g)  Co.  Lit.  53.  a.  Brooke  notices  a  singular  distinction,  viz. 
that  if  strangers,  enemies  to  the  king,  destroy  ^  house^  it  is  waste; 
but  not  if  it  be  done  by  traiterous  subjects.        ^  ^ 
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against  any  person  in  whose  house  or  chamber  any  What  acf$ 
fire  accidentally  begins  (a).     But  under  a  covenant  ^^ste. 


to  repair,  it  has  been  determined  that  the  lessee  is 

bound  to  rebuild  a  house  destroyed  by  fire,  and 
where,  after  the  expiration  of  a  written  lease,  con- 
taining a  covenant  to  repair,  the  tenant  verbally 
agreed  to  hold  over,  paying  an  increased  rent,  and 
nothing  more  passed  between  the  parties  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  new  tenancy;  it  was  holden  that  the 
tenant  must  be  presumed  to  hold  under  the  cove- 
nants of  the  former  lease  as  far  as  they  were  appli- 
cable to  his  new  situation,  and  accordingly,  the 
premises  being  burnt  down  by  fire,  that  he  was 
bound,  to  rebuild  (J),  Lord  EUenborough,  in  the 
same  case,  held  that  if  a  lease  contain  a  covenant 
to  keep  the  premises  in  repair,  and  also  a  covenant 
to  insure  against  fire  at  a  specific  sum,  the  tenant's 
Uability  on  the  former  covenant,  upon  the  premises 
being  burnt  down,  is  not  limited  to  the  amount  of  the 
sum  agreed  to  be  insured. 

It  is  a  rule  of  great  antiquity,  that  whatever  has  Fixtures. 
been  once  affixed  to  the  freehold  can  never  again  be 
severed,  without  the  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  in- 
heritance. Accordingly,  the  removing  posts,  doors, 
windows,  benches,  wainscots,  tables  fixed  in  the 
pavement,  fixed  shelves,  groundsels,  &c.  was  con- 
sidered waste ;  though  annexed  by  the  tenant  for 
his  own  accommodation.  Modern  times  have,  how- 
ever, introduced  several  modifications  of  this  rule. 

(a)  Paradine  v.  Jane,  Aleyn.  27.  Earl  of  Chesterfield  v.  Duke 
of  Bolton,  Com.  Rep.  620.  Bullock  v..  Donumt,  6  T.  R.  650. 
Brecl^nock  Company  t^  Pritchard,:ib.  750. 

(6)  Doe  v.  Laming,  4<  Campb.  73. 
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The  whole  doctrine  upon  the  subject  WM  so  well 
stated  by  Lord  Ellenborcmgh  in  the  case  of  Elwes  &» 
Maw  (a),  that  nothing  can  be  added  to  the  did>stance 
of  that  admirable  judgment. 

It  appears  from  thence  that  questions  respecting 
the  ri^t^  to  what  are  ordinarily  termed  fixtures, 
principally  arise  between  three  classes  of  persons : 
1st,  between  heir  and  executor,  in  which  case  the 
rule  obtains  with  the  greatest  rigor  in  favour  of  the 
inheritance  and  against  the  right  to  disannex  (b)  i 
2dly,  between  the  executor  of  tenant  for  life  or  in 
tail  and  the  remainder  man  or  reversioner,  where 
the  right  to  di3aQnex  is  considered  more  favourably 
for  the  executor,  than  in  the  preceding ;  and,  Sdly, 
between  landlord  and  tenant,  where  the  rule  has 
been  relaxed  to  the  greatest  extent. 
Utensib  set  The  first  exception  which,  after  some  struggles  ((?), 
up  m  rela-     y^^  made  to  the  strictness  of  this  rule>  was  in  favour 

tion  to  trade.  ^ 

of  Tradey  and  utensils  set  up  in  relation  to  it.  Lord 
Holt  accordingly  held,  that  a  soap-boiler  might, 
during  his  term  remove  vats,  set  up  in  relation  to 
his  trade  (d).  Lord  Hardwicke  also  twice  determined, 
that  a  fire  en^^ne  erected  by  tenant  for  life  to  work 
a  colliery,  should  be  considered  as  personalty,  the 
working  of  the  colliery  being  not  merely  an  enjoy- 
ment of  the  estate^  but  in  some  measure  the  carrying 
on  of  a  trade  (e).    Lord  C.  B.  Comyns  also  made  a 


(a)  3  East,  28. 

(6)  See  also  Lee  v.  Risdon,  7  Taunt.  188.    2  Marsh.  495. 

(c)  42  E.  S.  6.    20  H.  7. 13.  a.  &  b.    21  H.  7. 27. 

(d)  Poole's  case,  Salk.  368. 

(e)  Lawton  v.  Lawtos,  S  Atk*  13,    Lord  Dudley  o.  Lord  Ward 
Amb.  113. 
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sfanilar  determination  as  to  the  right  of  a  tenant  to  Wkoi  aea 
remove  a  cyder  mill  (a),  and  tiie  Court  of  King's  ^^JT^ 
Bench,  in  Penton  t;.  Robart  (b)y  as  to  a  varnish  ■    ■  - 
house. 

Lord  Kenyon  had,  in  a  case  at  Tiisi  priuSf  ex-  Buildings 
tended  the  doctrine  to  buildinfi^s  erected  for  the  fo't^epur- 
purposes  ot  farming  (c).    This  part  of  the  subject  fanning. 
recdved  great  consideration  in  Elwes  v.  Maw,  where 
the  tenant  had  erected  several  out-houses  at  his  own 
expense,  for  the  more  necesi^ary  and  convenient  en* 
joyment  of  his  farm :  the  court  held  that  he  was  not 
intitled  to  remove  them,  though  he* left  the  premises 
in  the  exact  state  in  which  he  found  them. 

Lord  Kenyon,  in  the  above  noticed  case  of  Penton  Gardeners 
©•  Robart,  alluded  to  the  instances  of  gardenera  ^^  nursery- 
and  nurserymen  in  the  neighbourhood  of  the  me^ 
tropolis,  whom  he  considered  as  entitled  to  take  up 
the  young  trees  and  plants  during  the  continuance 
of  their  term.  This,  if  it  be  so,  must  be  from  the 
law  implying  an  exception  in  favour  of  tenants  of 
this  description,  as  carrying  on  a  species  of  trade  {d). 
The  position,  howevefr,  seems  doubtful,  and  it  would 
be  advisable,  that  leases  of  property  of  this  nature 
should  contain  a  covenant  enabling  the  tenant,  before 
the  expiration  of  his  term,  to  remove  yoxmg  trees, 
hot-house  frames,  &c. 

The  indulgence  in  favour  of  tenants  for  years,  has  Articles  of 
been  still  further  extended  to  articles  of  ornament^  oniament. 
which  have  been  put  up  by  him,  as  marble  chimney- 
pieces,  pier  glasses,  hangings,  wainscots^  if  fixed 

(a)  Cit.ib. 
(»)  2  East,  88. 

(c)  Dean  v.  Allaly>  3  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  11. 

(d)  3  East,  45. 
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Waste  in 
mines,  &c. 


only  by  screws,  and  the  like  (a).  The  removal  of 
the  .articles  ought  to  be  before  the  expiration  of  the 
term  (b) ;  but  if  the  tenant  is  still  in  possession^  he 
may  remove  them  though  the  term  be  expired  (c)» 
.  If  the  tenant  dig  for  gravel,  lime,  clay,  brick- 
earth,  or  slate,  he  commits  waste ;  and  in  general 
digging  in  quarries  for  stone,  or  in  mines .  of  metal 
or  coal,  if  they  are  not  open  at  the  time  of  the  de- 
mise, is  waste  {d)  \  and  if  the  tenant  open  a  mine,  and 
assign  his  interest  in  it,  it  is  still  waste  in  the  as- 
signee to  work  it  (e).  But  the  tenant  may  dig  and 
take  the  profits  of  mines  which  were  open  at  the 
time  of  his  lease  (J^)  j  and  where  a  person  was  tenant 
for  life  under  a  settlement,  it  was  considered  to  be 
no  objection  to  his  working,  that  the  mines  were 
npt  open  at  the  time  when  the  settlement  was  made, 
they  having  been  opened  by  a  person  who  had,  a 
previous  estate  tail  under  the  settlement  {g). 

If  there  be  a  demise  of  lands  with  the  mineSy  although 
this  does  not  enable  the  lessee  to  open  fresh  min.es  if 
there  are  already  any  mines  that  are  open,  yet  if 
there. are  no  open  mines,  the  lessee  may  open  and 
work ;  as  otherwise  the  grant  would  not  take  effect  (A). 
But  if  mines  are  merdy  inserted  as  general  words,  it 


(a)  Beck  v.  Rebow,  1  P.  W.  94?.  Ex-parte  Quincey,  1  Atk,  4?77. 
Lawton  v.  Lawton,  sup. 

(b)  Poole's  case,  Salk.  368.    Fitzherbert  v.  Shaw,  1  H.  B.  258. 

(c)  Penton  v.  Robart,  sup.    Davis  v.  Jones,  2  B;  &  A.  167. 

(d)  2  RoL  Ab.  816.    Co.  Lit.  53.  b. 

(e)  Sanders's  case,  5  Co.  12. 
(/)  D).  Bac.  Ab.  Tit.  Waste,  2. 

(g)  Clavering  v.  Clavering,  2  P.  W.  389.     Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  79. 
Mose.  219. 

(h)  Sanders's  case,  sup. 


INJUNCTIONS   TO   STAY  WASTE.  "  165 

is  otherwise ;  and  accordingly  where  a  settlement  was  What  acts 

are  da 
fvaste. 


made  of  lands  and  all  mines,  waters,  trees,  &c.  both  ^^^    ^^ 


Lord  Macclesfield  and  Lord  King  were  of  opinion,  — 

that  the  meaning  of  inserting  these  words  was,  that 
the  whole  of  the  inheritance  should  pass,  and  ac- 
cordingly restrained  a  tenant  for  life  under  the 
settlement,  from  opening  mines  (a).  .  But  though 
tenant  for  life  may  not  open  new  mines,  yet  in 
working  the  old,  he  may  open  new  pits  and  shafts  in 
pursuit  of  the  vein  of  ore  (J). 

It  is  said  that  the  tenant  may  take  as  much  coal,  May  dig  for 

•  J      .  .  /•       i_*  estovers, 

iron,  and  stone,  as  is  necessary  for  his  own  use 
without  selling  (c),  and  may  dig  for  gravel  or  clay 
for  the  reparation  of  the  house,  though  the  quarries 
are  not  open  (d). 

Where  the  crown  has  only  a  bare  reservation  of  Crown,  with 
royal  mines,  without  any  right  of  entry,  it  cannot  ggr^tion" 
by  prerogative  grant  a  licence  to  dig  up  the  soil  cannot  grant 

J  i_    /»  •  -I     ^    •/»  ^v  •  licence  to 

and  search  for  mines;  but  if  the  mines  are  open,  ^„ 
the  crown  can  restrain  the  owner  of  the  soil  from 
working  them,  and  can  either  work  them  itself  or 
grant  a  licence  to  others  to  work  them  (e).  And  it 
has  been  repeatedly  laid  down,  with  only  a  few 
loose  dicta  to  the  contrary,  that  neither  a  custom- 
ary tenant  without  the  leave  of,  the  lord,  nor  the 

(a)  Whitfield  v.  Bewit,  2  P.  W.  240.    So  if  there  is  a  demise  of 
land,  including  the  trees,  though  there  be  no  exception,  yet  the 
law  makes  an  exception,  and  the  lessee  cannot  cut  them  down.    . 
Post,  161. 

(h)  Clavering  v.  Clavering,  2  P.  W.  388.    Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  79. 
Hellier  v.  Twiford,  cit.  ib. 

(c)  Ro.  Ab.  816.    S.  P.  as  to  cutting  turf,  Lord  Courtown  v. 
Ward,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  8. 

(d)  Co.  Lit.  53.  b. 

(e)  Per  Lord  Hardwicke  Lyddall  v.  Weston,  2  Atk.  20.  ' 
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iVhttt  acu  lord  without  licence  from  the  tenant,  can  open  and 
^^MsuT^^  work  new  mines,  unless  there  is  a  custom  which 
— —   sanctions  it  (a),  and  accordingly  an  injunction  Was 

granted  by  Lord  Erskine  and  continued  by  Lord 
Eldon,  to  restrain  the  lord  of  a  manor,  who  was  pre- 
paring to  open  a  mine  and  dig  for  coal  upon  the  land 
of  a  copyholder  (J). 
Court  of  A  court  of  equity,  considering  the  peculiar  nature 

willing  to'  of  mining  concerns,  in  which  an  immense  expendi- 
interfere  to    ture  is  required,  to  renew  operations  which  have 

restr&in 

the  working  once  been  stopped,  will  rarely  interpose  by  injunc- 
of  mmefi.       ^j^^,  till  the  right  has  been  established  at  law ;  and 

it  will  be  particularly  unwilling  to  lend  its  assistance, 
where  the  defendant  happens  to  be  tenant  for  life 
under  a  settlement,  and  if  it  does,  will  not  continue 
the  -injunction  without  securing  the  mealtis  of  a 
Speedy  trial  (t).  It  will  also  refuse  to  Interpol  if 
the  plaintiif  has  been  guilty  of  laches  [d)t  it  fre* 
quently  happening,  as  observed  by  Lord  Jlldoil,  that 
mining  concerns  remain  for  years  in  a  hopeless 
stat^,  and  afterwards,  when  a  great  expense  has 
been  incurred,  turn  out  ex^mely  lucrative :  per* 
sons  will  therefore  stand  by  and  see  the  expendi'* 
tare  incurred  \  if  it  turns  out  profitable  they  will 
set  up  th^ir  claim,  if  not,  have  nothing  to  do  with 
it  {e\  If  such  has  been  the  conduct  of  the  plaintiff 
the  court  will,  at  all  events,  not  interpose  upon 

(a)  Lord  Cowper  has  observed,  that  a  custom  empowering  % 
tenant  to  dispose  of  one  sort  of  mineral  may  be  evidence  of  their 
right  to  another. 

(6)  Grey  9.  Duke  of  Northumberland,  IS  Ves.  286*  17Ye&281. 

(c)  lb.  17  Ves.  281. 

{d)  Birmingham  Canal  Company  v.  Lloyd^  18  Ves.  51 5» 

(«)  19  Ves.  159. 
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motion^  and  will  probably  refuse  to  grant  relief  at  Wkai  aeu 
the  hearing,  as  in  a  case  before  Lord  Rosslyn,  where  ^^^^ 

the  plaintiff  and  defendant  having  been  partners  in ■■  ■   * 

a  coal  mine,  under  a  lease  with  a  right  of  renewal ; 
a  renewal  had  been  obtained  by  the  defendant,  but 
a  bill  was  dismissed,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff 
having  waited  until  the  concern  appeared,  in  con- 
sequence of  the  property  embarked  in  it  by  the  de- 
fendant, to  be  profitable,  and  having  kept  aloof 
whil^  it  wa«  haa^ardous^  had  thereby  lost  the  equity 
which  he  had  by  the  renewal  of  his  partner  (a). 

Conduct  of  this  nature  is,  however,  no  ground  for  Grant  of 

.      r»      .  .      .  mines  not  to 

presuming  a  grant  of  mmes  against  an  express  re-  be  presumed 
siervation:  as  in  a  case  mentioned  by  Lord  Eldon,  fro^nt^e 

•^  party  not 

where  au  ^tate  h.ad  been  sold  two  hundred  years  having 
before,  with  a  reservation  of  coal  mines,  which  were  ^*''^®^* 
0,%  length  brought  to  bank  by  the  application  of 
machinery  at  an  immense  expense,  by  the  person 
in  possession  of  th^  surface,  who  had  forgotten  the 
reservation*  The  other  party  thea  came  forward, 
aAd  upon  the  trial  of  an  issue  Mr.  Justice  Buller 
directed  the  jury  to  presume  a  grant,  from,  the  cir-. 
cumstance  of  the  proprielbr  having  stood  by  during 
the  whole  of  th^  expenditure:  this  direction,  how* 
ever,  was  afterwards  established  to  be  erroneous  {b). 

{a)  Senbouse  v.  Christian^  cit.  19  Ves.  ISl*    Vide  also  Ea^t 
India  Company  v.  Vincent,  2  Atk.  282« 
ifi)  Adair  v.  Shaftoe,  cit  19  Ves.  156. 
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CHAPTER  IX. 

In  what  Cases^  and  for  and  against  what  Persons^  a 
Court  of  Equity  will  interpose  to  restrain  the  Com- 
mission of  Waste • 


Prohibition 
and  writ. 


The  proceedings  at  common  law  in  Waste  were 
originally  by  prohibition  out  of  Chancery,  which 
was  the  foundation  of  the  suit :  it  was  directed  to 
the  sheriff,  and  if  not  obeyed,  and  an  alias  sxii  pluries 
produced  no  effect,  a  writ  of  attachment  Was  issued 
out  of  Chancery,  returnable  in  a  court  of  common 
law,  which  was  the  original  writ  of  the  court  {a). 
By  the  statute  of  Westm.  2.  this  writ  was  taken 
away,  and  the  writ  of  summons  substituted  in  its 
place.  Lord  Chief  Justice  Eyre,  in  noticing  Lord 
Coke's  assertion,  when  treating  of  prohibition  at 
common  law,  that  it  **  may  be  used  at  this  day," 
observes,  that  these  words,  if  true  at  all,  can  only 
apply,  to  that  very  ineffectual  writ  directed  to  the 
sheriff,  empowering  him  to  take  the  posse  comitatus 
to  prevent  the  commission  of  waste  intended  to.be 
done(i).  How  far  this  remedy  continued  as  ap- 
plicable to  Ecclesiastical  persons^  will  be  noticed  here- 
after. This  writ,  being  returnable  in  a  court  of 
common  law,  the  question  was  tried ;  and  if  the  de- 
fendant was  found  guilty,  the  plaintiff  recovered  single 


(a)  1  B.  &  P.  121. 

(b)  Ibid/ 
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damages.  The  statute  of  Gloucester  {a)  directed  Persons  for 
that  the  tenant  should. forfeit  the  place  wasted,  and  ^^om^«"** 
also  treble  damages.  junction 

The  action  of  waste  has  fallen  so  completely  into  ^ 
disuse,  that  the  case  of  The  Keepers,  &c.  of  Harrow  Action  of 
School  V.  Anderton  (A)  has  been  mentioned  as  the 
only  instance  of  it  remembered  by  persons  now 
living ;  an  action  on  the  case  being  generally  sub- 
stituted in  its  place :  but  as  it  has  been  determined 
that  an  action  on  the  case  will  not  lie  for  permissive 
waste  (c),  it  may  possibly  still  become  necessary  to 
have  recourse  to  the  ancient  mode  of  proceeding. 

The  common  law  had  also  another  remedy  for  the  writ  of  Es- 
injury  of  waste,  of  a  preventive  nature,  in  the  writ  of  ^^®P®™®°^- 
Estrepement.  This  lay  after  a  judgment  obtained  in 
a  real  action,  before  possession  delivered  by  the 
sheriff,  to  prevent  the  defendant  from  committing 
waste  in  the  lands  recovered.  Another  writ  was 
afterwards  given  by  the  statute  of  Gloucester  to  pre- 
vent the  defendant  from  committing  waste  during 
the  suitj  which  was  called  the  writ  of  estrepement 
pendente  placito. 

This  method  of  obtaining  preventive  redress  has  Bill  in 
now,  as  well  as  the  action  of  waste,  fallen  entirely  ®4^^y* 
into  disuse ;  and  given  way  to  a  more  easy,  expe- 
ditious, and  complete  mode  of  proceeding  by  Bill  in 
equity y  to  stay  waste  either  threatened,  or  which  the 
party  is  in  the  act  of  committing,  and  for  an  account 
of  such  waste,  as  may  have  been  already  done.   This 

(a)  6  E.  1.  c.  5. 

(i)  2  B.  &  p.  86. 

(c)  Gibson  v.  Wells,  1  N.  P.  290.    Heme  v.  Bembow,  4  Taunt. 
764. 
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course  of  proceeding,  while  it  is  open  to  many  per- 
sons who  could  not  take  advantage  of  these  legal 
remedies,  at  once  unites  the  advantages  of  both,  by 
restraining,  in  the  most  expeditious  manner,  the 
commission  of  Juture  waste,  and  enforcing,  by  means 
of  the  decree  for  an  account,  a  compensation  for 
past.  An  injunction  may  be  granted  to  mtrain^. 
missive  as  well  ^  voluntary  waste  (a). 


Tenant  for 
life,  or  for 
yeaw. 


The  most  ordinary  instance,  of  the  interposition 
of  a  court  of  equity,  is,  by  injunction  to  restrain  the 
commission  of  waste  by  Tenant  for  life  or  for  years, 
upon  the  application  of  the  owner  of  the  inherit- 
ance [b). 

An  estate  for  life  is  always  impeachable  for 
waste,  unless  the  contrary  is  provided  by  positive 
limitation  (c).  Thus  where  a  devise  containing 
precatory  words  was,  by  a  decree  of  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  (rf),  declared  (according  to  the  well 
known  doctrine  in  Chapman's  case(e))  to  consti- 
tute the  defendant  tenant  for  life  only  in  her  own 
right,  and  a  trustee  of  the  remainder  in  fee  for  the 

(a)  Caldwall  v.  Bayli8>  2  Meriv.  408. 

(5)  There  is  an  old  case  in  Gary  where  a  copyholder,  dSs- 
pmuBhable  for  waate,  had  made  a  lease  for  years,  and  the  lessee 
QQimnitted  untste,  and  justified  it  on  the  ground  of  the  copyholdera 
of  that  manor  not  being  punishable:  the  court,  howeTer,  gnmted 
an  injunction.    Dalton  v.  Gill,  Gary,  90. 

(c)  Gole  V.  Peyson,  1  Gh.  Rep.  57. 

((f)  Wright  V.  Atk3m8, 17  Ves.  255  Afterwards  (^rmed  on  iip- 
peal^  19  Ves.  299.  Goop.  111. 

(e)  Dyer,  33S. 
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plaintiff:  upon  a  motion  to  restrain  her  from  cutting  Persons  for 
timber,  Lord  Eldon,  upon  the   ground  that  this  £^;r' 
doctrine  is  generally  a  surprise  upon  the  intention  junction 
of  the  testator,  endeavoured  to  raise  a  distinction  in 


favour  of  the  devisee :  he  found,  however,  on  con- 
sideration, that  the  necessary  consequence  attached 
to  the  estate  which  she  took,  and  an  injunction 
was  granted,  though  she  had  appealed  from  the 
decree  («). 

A  tenant  for  life  or  for  years  has  no  property  in  Has  no  pro- 
timber  trees,  though  he  has  a  special  interest  and  SL^  *^ 
property  in  the  fruit  and  shade,  as  long  as  they  are  although  de- 
annexed  to  the  land  (J),  but  he  cannot  cut  timber  him,  only  an 
even  where  there  is  a  demise  of  a  farm,  including  ^^^f^^V"  a 
the  trees :  for  though  there  is  no  express  exception,  shade, 
yet  the  law  makes  an  exception  of  the  trees,  and  the 
lessee  cannot  cut  them  down,  because  he  has  but 
a  limited  interest.     It  was  once  even  holden,  that 
under  a  demise  of  a  farm  and  divers  closes,  with  all 
timberwood,  underwood,  and  hedge-rows  thereunto 
appertaining,  except  all  great  oaks  growing  in  a 
particular  close,  liabendum  the  farm  and  closes  with 
their  appurtenances  to  the  lessee,  he  could  not  cut 
down  and  sell  the  timber  trees  not  excepted  (c). 

A  curious  question  arose  in  the  case  of  Lady 
Archer  t?.  Lady  Plymouth  (rf),  upon  a  point  con- 
nected with  this  subject.  Lands  in  Essex  were 
devised  to  trustees  to  be  sold,  and  the  money  to 

(a)  1  V.  &  B.  313. 

(i)  4  Co.  62.  1  RoU.  Rep.  181.  Dy.  90. 
<c)  2  Wils.  Ch.  Rep,  11, 12.  citmg  Liford's  case,  11  Rep.  46. 
Dy.  374.  b.  pi.  18.  Touchst.  95. 
{d)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  159. 
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be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  lands  in  War^ck- 
shire,  which  when  purchased  wer^  to  be  to  tha 
use  of  Lord  Archer  for  life,  without  impefkchment 
of  waste,  with  remainders  over,  and  the  renU  <md 
profits  of  the  lands  in  Essea:  till  soldi  Wr^  to  be  to 
the  me  of  the  same  persons^  who  ^auid  he  enfUkd  to 
the  lands  in  Warwickshire  when  purchased.  Tj^ 
lands  in  Essex  not  being  imiiaedi^tely  sold^  Lord 
Archer  cut  timber  upon  them ;  and  after^^aixls  iq>on 
the  question,  whether  he  was  entitled  to  do  so.  Sir 
T.  Sewell,  and  afterwards  Lord  Thurlow,  on  appeal, 
were  of  opinion  that  he  was  not,  and  his  executrix 
was  accordingly  decreed  to  account,  for  the  timber 
which  he  had  so  cut. 

A  court  of  equity  in  considering  the  per^jons  ibf 
and  against  whom  it  interferes  to  restrain  w^e, 
has  never  professed  to  proceed,  by  any  analogy  to 
the  action  at  law  (a).  There  have  accordingly  been 
precedents  from  the  earliest  times,  in  which,  where 
Lre  waa  tenant  for  life  or  for  y«r,.  wil  re.„.i,d«r 
in  fee  or  in  tail  with  an  intermediate  estate  fw  Ufe^ 
and  the  tenant  in  possession  was  committing  waste^ 
as  the  remainder  man  could  not  maintain  an  action 
for  waste,  on  account  of  the  intermediate  estate; 
for  life,  an  injunction  was  granted  at  th^  applica- 
tion of  the  remainder  man  (6).  Lord  £ll^siiAere 
declared,  that  he  had  seen  a  precedent  for  tbi^f 
93  old  as  the  time  of  Richard  II.  (c).  Upon  thifi 
principle  Lord  Hardwicke  granted  an  injunction  at 

(fl)  1  Dick.  208.    3  Atk.  210. 

Ift)  Cary,  26-r-36.    Epsweirg  ewe,  \  RoH.  Al>-  3T7.  pL  IS. 
Tracy  v.  Tracy,  1  Vem.  23.    Robi^apn  «•  Lit*on,  3  Atjf ;  W^ 
(c)  Mo.  554. 
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tke  suit  of  a  ground  landlord,  to  stay  waste  in  an  Persom^r 
under  lessee,  observing  that  a  cemainder  man  in  fee  ^hem^jL 
fnight  alwajrs  have  an  injunction  to  stay  waste  in  the  j^^ncUon 
&st  tenant  for  life,  notwithstanding  an  intermediate      -        


lest^te  (a). 

An  injunction  wiU  also  be  granted  upon  the  ap-  Injunction 
plication  of  the  mesne  remainder  man  for  Ufe^  as  well  ^^ted  on 
as  upon  that  of  the  remainder  sian  in  fee  (i),  i&t  application 
though  he  has  no  light  to  the  timber,  yet  if  the  first  mainder 
tenant  for  life  should  die,  he  would  have  an  interest  °*^' 
la  the  mast  and  isfaade  (c)«    Lord  King  is  reported, 
in  the  case  of  MoUineux  fv.  Powell,  to  have  con- 
3idered  it  xiecessary,  upon  such  an  application,  that 
the  reven^oner  or  remsunder  man  in  fee^  ^ould 
be  made  a  party.     This,  however,  is  a  mistake; 
as  .i^pears  both  fcom  Lord  Hardwicke^s  observa- 
tioBs  in  Garth  %)^  Cottoin  (d)^  upon   the  case  of 
Dayrell  v.  Champneys,  and  from  the  account  in  the 
a>£gister's  book  of  the .  case  of  Perrot  v.  Perrot  (e). 
The  xeason  idso  attributed  to  Lord  King^  viz.  that 
the  remainder  jman  might  possibly  approve  of  it,  is 
utterly  untenable  4  for  if  he  were  to  permit  the  tenant 
lor  life  to  cut  down  timber^  there  are  numerous  cases 
vhidb  show,  that  it  would  be  considered  a.  case  of 
coUusion  between  them ;  and  they  would  not  oniy 
be  joined  by  any  one  having  a  mesne  remainder, 

(a)  Farrant  v.  Lovel,  Amb.  105.  3  Atk.  723. 

{b)  Dayrell  v.  Champneys^  1  £q.  Ab.  4O0.  MoDineuxi?.  Piiwell, 
3  P.  W.  268.  n.  Perrot  ».  Perrot,  3  Atk.  94.  Davies  ^.  Leo, 
6  Ves.  787. 

(c)  3  Atk.  95. 

(i)  1  Dick.  197, 198. 

(e)  Reg.  Lib.  B.  1743.  fol.  432. 

M  i 
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but  the  produce  would  be  directed  to  be  laid  up  for 
the  benefit  of  intermediate  and  contingent  remainder 
men:  it  is,  besides,  expressly  laid  down  that  the 
right  of  the  mesne  remainder  man  for  life  to  inter- 
pose, is  founded,  not  so  much  upon  his  interest  as 
his  enjoj/ment,  which  is  personal  to  himself,  and 
in  which  the  remainder  man  in  fee  has  no  partici- 
pation (a).  But  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  an 
account,  which  can  oqly  be  called  for  by  the  owner 
of  the  inheritance  (b). 

If  tenant  for  life  impeachable  for  waste  has  sold 
the  growing  timber,  he  would  not  be  entitled  to  ret- 
strain  the  vendee  from  cutting  it  (c) ;  accordingly, 
where  a  tenant  for  life  had  made  a  le^se  of  coal 
mines  which  amounted  to  a  forfeiture,  and  then 
joined  in  a  bill  with  the  remainder  man  in  fee,  to 
restrain  the  lessor  from  taking  coal.  Lord  Rosslyn 
refused  an  injunction  (rf). 

A  jointress  (^)  and  Tenant  by  curtesy  (jf.)  are  fre- 
quently restrained  from  committing  waste.  There 
is  a  case,  however,  in  which  it  was  determined,  that 
if  a  jointress  have  a  covenant  that  her  estate  shall  be 
of  a  yearly  value,  and  it  falls  short,  the  court,  even 
though  her  estate  were  not  limited  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste,  will  not  prohibit  her  from  committing 
waste,  to  such  an  amount,  as  to  make  up  the  defect 


(a)  2  Atk.  95.    6  Ves.  787. 

(by  Pigott  V.  Bullock,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  538.  1  Ves.  jun.  479. 
(c)  3  Ves.  3. 

{d)  Wentworth  v.  Turner,  3  Ves.  3. 

(e)  Treshain  v.  Gerrard,   Toth,  144.    Packer  v.  Newell,  ib. 
Basset  v.  Basset,  Finch.  189. 
(/)  Hpberts  V.  Roberto,  Hard,  96. 
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of  her  jointure  (a).    The  reporter  adds  a  quaere,  Persons/or 
whether  if  an  action  of  waste  were  brought  against  ^^om^jl^^ 
her,  the  Court  of  Chancery  would  enjoin?    The  junction 
correctness  of  this  determination  is  extremely  doubt-  ^^^ 
fill  J  but  the  point  has  not  since  come  under  con- 
sideration:   the  following  dicta,  however,  upon  a 
subject  in  some  measure  connected  with  it,  seem  to 
countenance  the  doctrine. 

It  was  observed  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  case  Mortgagee 
of  Farrant  v.  Lovel  (A),  that  a  Mortgagee  in  pos-  ^?  posses- 
session  will  be  restrained  from  cutting  down  timber. 
It  is  to  be  inferred,  however,  from  his  observations, 
that  if  the  mortgagee,  applied  the  money,  arising  by 
sale  of  the  timber,  in  sinking  the  interest  and  principal 
of  the  mortgage,  the  court  would  not  grant  the  in- 
junction. In  a  case  which  Lord  Hardwicke  probably 
had  in  his  recollection,  Mr.  Baron  Price,  who  was 
sitting  for  the  Lord  Chancellor,  restrained  a  mort- 
gagee from  cutting  down  timber,  observing  that 
a  mortgagee  in  fee  might  commit  waste  at  law, 
but  never  in  equity,  unless  the  security  "was  de-^ 
Jective  (c). 

As  a  court  of  equity  has  never  yet  been  called 
upon  to  refuse  an  injunction  to  restrain  a  mort- 
gagee from  committing  waste,  either  on  the  ground 
that  he  was  applying  it  to  the  sinking  the  principal 
of  his  mortgage,  or  upon  the  allegation,  that  the 
security  was  defective ;  we  may  without  presump- 
tion, express  our  doubt  whether  these  dicta  would 


{a)  Carew  v.  Carew,  1  Eq.  Ab.  221.  400.     14  Vin.  Ab.  557. 

{b)  Cit.  sup. 

(c)  Witherington  v.  Banks,  Sel.  Ca.  Gh.  30. 
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now  be  followed.  And  considering  tlie  jb^ddasy 
with  which  a  court  of  equity  watches  all  transactions* 
between  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  it  is  hardly  to 
be  supposed,  that  in  the  former  case,  he  would  be 
allowed  to  pay  himself  his  debt  out  of  the  pledge,,  in 
what  manner  and  at  what  time  he  might  choose :  or 
that  in  the  other  he  could  make  himself,  to  th^  e^ 
tent,  owner  of  the  estate,  in  equity  as  well  as  at  law, 
without  the  process  &i  a  foreclosure. 

Where  a  Mortgager  m  possession  is-  committing 
wastev  a  court  of  equity  will  restrain  him,  for  as  the 
"whQle  estate  is  the  security  for  the  money  advanced, 
the  mortgagor  ought  not  to  be  sufiered  to  diminish 
it.  In  one  case  (a),  indeed.  Lord  Thurlow  seemed 
to  doubt  this  doctrine,  as  thinking  it  the  fault  of  the 
mortgagee,  in  permitting  the  mortgagor  to  continue 
in  possession.  It  is,  however,  settled  by  numerous 
decisions  (J). 

But  the  mortgagor  may  cut  underwood  at  season- 
able times,  and  of  a  proper  growth ;  and  therefcwe 
Lord  Eldon,  upon  a  motion  by  a  mortgagee  of  an 
estate,  upon  which  there  were  timber  trees^  wood, 
and  uAdferwood,  to  restrain  the  mortgagor  from  cut- 
ting the  underwood,  observed,  that  if  the  mortgagee 
will  not  take  possession,  the  mortgagor  must  cut  the 
underwood  in  the  ordinary  course :  that  if  he  did  so^ 
at  unseasonable  times,  or  when  it  was  of  an  improper 
growth,  he  would  grant  an  injunction  io  restrain 

(a)  Gross  v.-  Chilton^  cit.  1  Dick.  76. 

(i)  Lord  Blaney  v.Mahon,  22  Vin.  Ab.  521.  Robinson  v.  Litton, 
5  Atk<..  210»    Ffarrant  t*  Lovely  ib.  723.    Usbome  &  Usbome, 

1  Dick.  75.    Hopkins  v.  Monk,  cit.  ib.    Uvedale  v.  Uvedale,  ib. 
Pitman  v.  Hodges,  2  fowl.  Ex.  Pkv24!^l. 
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the  cutting,  except  In  a  husband-like  manner  at  the  Persons /<9r 
nsual  seasons  and  growth  j  bat  that  there  never  was  J^A^wn^n^ 
an  instance,  of  preventing  the  mortgagor,  from  taking  juncthn 
the  ordinary  fruit  of  the  land.     And  though  it  was  


contended  that  the  money  was  lent  upon  the  credit 
not  of  the  land  merely,  but  of  the  woodland,  and 
that  the  underwood  was  expressly  conveyed;  yet 
bis  Loi^dship  said>  that  nothing  more  was  meant  by 
inserting  the  underwood,  than  to  take  every  thing 
into  the  security.  As  the  mortgagor,  however,  had 
become  a  bankrupt,  an  injunction  was  granted,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  mortgagee  had  a  right  to  have 
the  estate  sold,  in  the  plight  in  which  it  was,  at  the 
time  of  the  bankruptcy  (a)* 

The  powers  and  duties  of  Trustees  to  preserve  Trustees  to 
^dntingent  remainders,  were  admirably  explained  by  contingent 
Lord  Hardwicke  in  his  celebrated  judgment  in  Garth  remainders, 
t).  Cotton  (&)i  and  particularly  as  applicable,  to  their 
right  tO' interpose  for  the  prevention  of  waste,  be- 
fore the  contingent  remainder  man  comes  in  esse. 
It  haid  been  objected,  in  the  argument,  that  this 
poorer  i*elated  only  to  the  preservation  of  the  legal 
estate  of  the  use,  and  not  to  the  timber  or  mines, 
because  the  estate  of  the  trustees  could  not  support 
an  action  of  waste.     This,  his  Lordship  said,  might 
b^  in  many  instances  to  preserve  the  shell  without 
the  kernel;    that  such  trustees  having  the  whole 
legal  estate,  might  and  ought  to  preserve  the  etkUti^ 

(a)  Hampton.v.  Hodges,  8  Ves.  105. 

(i)  1  Dick.  183.    Though  thib  cas^  is  reported  bot^  in  Atkins 
and  Vesey,  ihe  imthor,  wheili^er  hB  has  had  oceafiiofi  tio'  Notice  it, 
hatf  i^e^&tl^d  ^  the  r^ort  in  Didtens,  wh^re,  as  it  is  welt  known, ' 
the  judgment  is  printed  fi^iMi  Lm'd  nardwick<rs  MS: 
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inheritance,  for  the  benefit  of  all  the  cestw/s  que  trust 
in  remainder,  whether  vested  or  contingent;  that 
the  inheritance  consisted  of  the  land,  mines,  and 
timber,  and  could  not  be  preserved,  without  pre- 
serving all  three ;  that  in  many  estates  the  timber  was 
the  most  valuable  part,  in  more  the  mines ;  and  the 
destruction  of  the  one,  or  the  exhausting  the  other, 
might  be  an  alienation  of  the  best  part  of  the  inherit- 
ance. He  said  that  the  trustees  were  entitled  to 
all  remedies  both  in  law  and  equity  j  that  if,  after  a 
forfeiture  committed,  and  an  entry  made  for  that 
forfeiture,  such  trustees  wanted  any  assistance  of  a 
court  of  equity  in  support  of  their  trust,  they  might 
by  force  of  this  trust,  have  such  remedy.  Upon  the 
whole,  though  no  precedent  in  point  had  been  pro- 
duced for  it,  he  was  clearly  of  opinion,  that  they 
might  bring  a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  stay  waste. 
This  doctrine  has  also  been  approved  of  by  Lord 
Eldon  (a) ;  and  in  a  late  case,  where  a  bill  for  an  in- 
junction against  a  tenant  for  life  committing  waste 
was  filed  by  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders: no  demurrer  was  put  in,  an  injunction 
was  obtained,  and  their  competency  to  sustain  the 
auit  not  disputed  (b). 

\,  These  arguments  and  decisions,  apply  to  several 
peraops  standing  in  the  same  situation,  or  at  least 
clothed  with  the  same  powers,  as  trustees  to  pre- 
se;^ye  contingent  remainders.  In  limitations  of  copy-- 
holds  of  inheritance  (c),  for  instance,  the  estate  to 


.i,i^)  Stansfield  v.  Habergham,  10  Ves.  273. 

(^)  Wilm0t.V4  Lord  Lansdowne,  cit.  2  Mad.  Rep.  137. 

(c)  These  observations  are  only  applicable  to  those  copyholds 
where  the  tenant  has  a  right  to  cut  timber. 
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trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remainders  is  fret-  Penons/or 
quently  omitted,  it  being  well  known  that  the  estate  ^j^J^i^ 
of  freehold  in  the  lord,  if  not  sufficient  for  all  >nc^wn# 
purposes  (a),  is  so  at  least,  as  against  the  tortious  ^^^^  ' 
destruction  of  the  contingent  remainders,  by  the  per- 
son having  the  particular  estate  (b).     It  has  also 
been  settled,  that  a  dormant  surrenderee  of  a  copy- 
hold (that  is,  a  person  to  whom  a  surrender  is 
made,  on  condition  to  perform  the  will  of  the  sur- 
renderor), has  an  estate  sufficient  to  support  the 
contingent  remainders  of  the  surrenderor's  will, 
without  the  interposition  of  trustees  for  the  pur- 
pose (c).     Again,  where  the  whole  leg^l  estate  in 
fee  is  vested  in  trustees,  it  has  been  established  that 
there  is  no  necessity  for  any  preceding  estate  of 
freehold,  that  legal  estate  being  sufficient  to  suppoift 
the  contingent  limitations  {d) :  it  may  therefore  be 
considered  as  established,   that  these  persons  are 
competent,  to  sustain  a  suit  for  an  injunction  to  stay 
waste.    With  respect  to  copyholds,  however,  it  would 
be  advisable,  both  in  wills  and  settlements,  to  insert 
a  limitation  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  re- 
mainders ;  as  however  competent  the  estate  of  the 
lord,  or  dormant  surrenderee,  may  be  to  preserve 
contingent  remainders,  it  does  not  follow  that  it 
would  be  as  clearly  the  duty  of  those  persons,  as  it 

(a)  Mildmay  v.  Hungerford^  2  Yarn.  243.  Lovell  v.  Lovell, 
3  Atk.  12.    Doe  v.  Martin,  4  T.  R.  64. 

(i)  Lane  v.  Pannell^  1  Roll.  Rep.  238.  Gilb.  on  Ten.  265. 
Frogmorton  v.  Wharrey,  2  BL  Rep.  728.  3  Wils.  125. 144.  Ha- 
bergham  v.  Vincent,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  353.  2  Ves.  jun.  204, 

(c)  Gale  V.  Gale,  2  Cox,  136. 

(d)  Fearne,  C.  R.  303.  et  seq. 
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is,  of  trusteed  appfomted  to  pi*eserve  contingent  f  e- 
mainders  of  freehold  estates,  to  interpose  actively 
ta  prevent  waste  (a). 

An  injunction  will  also  be  gratnted  to  restrain  ^ 
ptircliaser,  who  has^  obtained  possession  before  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money,  front  cutting  timber  (A). 
Thia  Case  will  be  more  properly  noticed  hereaftet 
Undet*  the  head  of  trespass. 

Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Robinson  H).  Littoft  (c),  ex* 
pressed  arilr  opinion  tha*  in  the  case  of  an  executory 
devise,  the  heir  at  law  ought  to  be  restrained  from 
ccmimitting  waste,  until  the  contingency  took  place 
upon  which  the  devised  estate  was  to  vest.  In  that 
case,  the  testator  devised  to  hi^  son  ((j)  and  his 
heirs  J  but  if  he  should  not  attain  fwenfy-one,  and 
die  without  isstie,  then  he  gave  the  lands  to  his 
daughters,  and  directed  they  should'  be  sold,  atid  the 
money  divided  among  them.  The  son,  who  wanted 
three  quarters  of  a  year  of  twenty-one,  was  restrained 
from  cutting  down  timber,  and  that  injunction'  mtade 
perpetual  [e). 

Lord  Eftfotf  d^o,  in  ishe  case  of  SliansMd  tf.  Hal- 
bergham  (/),  stated  ft  to  be  the  known  doctrine  of 
the  court,  thai!  where  there  h  an  executory  devise 
ofver,  even  of  a  legal  estate,  the  cowt  wHl  not  permit 
the  timber  to  be  cut  down ;  more  especiaHy  not,  if 
an  executory  devise  of  a  trust  estate.    In  that  case, 


(a)  lOVes.282. 

(hy  Crc^^kford  Vr  AtestimdliSi'i  15  Vei^.  1^. 

{of  *  AAr.  209..    S.  C.  S  tih-.  Abv  475.^ 

(dT)  His  ^IdMt  se(n»     10  Vetf.  282.  A. 

{e)  So  stated  by  Lord  Hardwicke,^  1  I>iGk>210. 

(/)  10  Ves,  273. 
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indeed)  ^  did  not  become  ti^ce^fxty  to  entsibMi  thd  Peysonsfor 
general  doctrine  hy  decisioft,  a^  the  testator'  bad  'l^hominf 
directed  ^  conveyance  to  be  made,  which  would  have  junction 
been  of  sm«h  ai  nature,  that  the  hei#  would  have  been  ^T^^ ! 
tenant  |)2^  auft&vie^BXid  the  court  musrt  have  iiiserted 
a  limitalioi^  to  trusteei»  to  preserve  cfofitingenf  re- 
mainders, after  the  limitation  to  him.  An  injunction 
was  therefore  oh  that  ground  continued,  to  restridn 
him  from  cutti^ftg  timber. 

The  asbove  ease  of  Robitison*  •&.  Littony  contains  infant  in 
a»  observation  of  Lord  Hardwicfce,  which  ha&  feeeft  l^!?!*** 

'  mere, 

frequently  cited,  that  **  though  the  peint  had  never 
been  determined,  he  should  have  no  scruple  to  grant 
an  injunctioKi  in  fevour  of  a  child  in  ^oentte  sa  mere.^ 
There  arc  other  dicta,  both  by  himself  (fit)  and  Lord 
Somers  (ft),  to  the  same  effect ;  and  it  seems,  though 
Lord  Hardwicke  was  not  aware  of  the  circumstance, 
that  an  injunction  had  been  actually  granted  by 
Lord  Keeper  Bridgman,  to  dsti  in&,nt  in  ventre  sa 
mere^  to  stay  waste  (c).    ' 

Applications  between  Coparceners,  Joint-tenastSy  Copar- 
aod  Tenants  in  common  for  injunctions  against  com^*  tenwite  ^^d* 
mitting  what  would  be  considered  waste  between  tenants  in 
landlord  and  tenant,  ar^  not  frequent.    And  though 
the  commission  of  waste  in  these  cases^  must  often^ 
occur,  as  a  person  in  that  relation  is  more  likely  to* 
take  that  liberty  than  a  common  tenant  r  yet  the 
instances  in  which  this  application  has  been  made  Where  re- 
are  few ;  and  in  those  it  has  always,  unless  attended  ^ 


(a)  Barnard^  Ch.  Rep.  275. 

(J)  Pi-ec.  Catt.  50. 

(c)  LuttereF*  case,  cit.  ftec.  Can.  50; 
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J'U* 


Where 
j^ninted* 


with  peculiar  circumstances,  been  refused  (a).  The 
principle,  as  observed  by  Lord  Eldon,  would  lead  to 
the  most  inconvenient  results :  if  the  court  were  to 
interfere  on  the  ground  of  waste,  it  must  apply  that 
principle  throughout,  and  grant  the  whole  equitable 
relief,  as  for  instance,  to  prevent  the  felling  trees 
planted  for  ornament  (&)• 

Lord  King  expressed  himself  dissatisfied  with  a 
case  (c)  before  Lord  Cowper,  in  which  the  Earl  of 
Chesterfield  being  entitled  to  one  fourth  of  an  estate, 
and  Mr.  Viner  to  three-fourths,  the  latter  wished  to 
cut  some  timber.  Lord  Cowper  granted  an  injunc- 
tion, and  referred  it  to  a  Master  to  see  what  timber 
was  fit  to  be  cut  down,  and  to  make  sale  thereof, 
and  the  money  to  be  paid  to  the  parties  according 
to  their  interests »  Lord  King,  in  the  case  before 
him,  refused  an  injunction  under  the  following  cir- 
cumstances :  one  coparcener  joined  with  her  hus- 
band and  sister  in  a  letter  of  attorney  to  sell  timber, 
which  was  sold  accordingly ;  the  husband  dying,  the 
wife  brought  a  bill  to  restrain  the  purchaser  and  her 
sister  from  cutting  down  the  timber ;  his  Lordship, 
hoi^ever;  said,  that  since  the  other  sister  had  a  power 
by-iiaw  to  cut  down  the  timber,  he  did  not  know 
httw  he  could  restrain  her ;  but  the  plaintiff  ought 
tti  make  a  partition  (d). 

The  few  exceptions  which  have  been  made  to  this 
rfile  are  the  following.     In  the  case  of  Smallman  v. 


'.'I  ■■• 


4 

t        I 


(fl)  16  Ves.  131.    Goodwyn  v.  Spray,  2  Dick,  667. 

(b)  16Ves.  132. 

(c)  Earl  of  Chesterfield  v.  Viner,  cit,  Mose.  305. 

(d)  Pyat  V.  Winfield,  Mose.  305. 
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Onions  (a),  Lord  Thurlow  granted  an  injunptio(n  iqion  Persons  for 
affidavit,  that  the  defendant  was  insolvent,  and  unable  vihom^Iv^ 
to  pay  the  plaintiffs  their  share  of  the  money  to  be  jundhns 
produced  by  the  sale  of  the  timber.  On  the  ground  ^^^ 
of  destruction^  in  Hole  v.  Thomas  (i),  Lord  Eldon 
granted  an  injunction  against  cutting  saplings,  and 
timber  trees,  a;nd  underwood,  at  unseasonable  times : 
this  not  being  the  legitimate  exercise  of  the  enjoy- 
ment arising  out  of  the  nature  of  the  party's  title. 
Lord  Redesdale  also  mentions  a  case  where  the 
court  interfered  between  coparceners  on  the  same 
ground  (c).  In  another  case,  one  tenant  in  com- 
mon was  occupying  tenant  to  the  other ;  Lord  Eldon 
considered,  that  the  effect  of  that  contract  being 
to  exclude  the  other  from  entry  for  any  purpose^ 
the  tenant  had  thereby  prohibited  any  act  by  him- 
self, but  such  as  an  occupying  tenant  might  da;  the 
result  of  which  obligation  was,  that  he  could  not 
^deal  with  his  own  moiety  as  he  otherwise  might; 
and  accordingly  an  injunction  was  granted  to  re- 
strain him  from  committing  waste,  upon  those  pre- 
mises  which  he  held,  as  occupying  tenant  (ji). 

It  was  observed  in  a  recent  case,  that  upon  thi^  Tenant  in 
construction  which  had  been  given  to  the  statute 
de  doniSy  a  tenant  in  tail  remained  with  the  sam^i 
unqualified  and  absolute  ownership  of  the,  eatat^ 
which  he  had  before,  with  the  exception  of  restraint  »!>«</• 

upon  alienation ;  tenant  in  tail  is  at  this  day,Q$]Q* 
sidered  as  much  the  owner  of  the  estate  as  a  tenant 

(a)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  621. 
(J)  Y  Ves.  589. 

(c)  Beaumont  v.  Sharp,  May  9,  1751>  Redes.  Tr.  113. 

(d)  Twort  V.  Twort,  16  Ves.  128. 


h'JSLl.i^v 
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m  j^e'^/simpl?^  aad  as  such  may  do  what  h^  pleases 
wifcb  thp  >uil(Jing»  ^md  timber  qh  the  estate  (a). 
Accprdiiigly  *  gift  in  taiJ,  on  qonditiou  that  tj»e 
donee  sI^aU  not  commit  waste*  Itas  m  ^  times  t>een 
inmsidered  as  repug^i^  and  void  (b) ;  ainl  the  Tjgjbit 
to  he  dispunishable  for  wastes  extends  not  oxily  to  f;he 
gr:ai»|tiee  of  tenant  m  tail*  but  also  to  the  gratitee  of 
mch  grajQtee  (c)« 

There  is  a  ,esase  which  has  frequently  bee»  died 
to  show*  that  this  doctrijae  hm  been  adopted  to  its 
fujlest  extent  in  equity*  A  guardian  by  nurture 
cut  dp?v»  timber  to  the  value  of  7000/^  or  BOOOl 
upon  tjb^  QstMe  of  an  in&nt  tenant  in  tail  who  It^ 
dying:  X^ord  King  refused  an  injunction,  because 
the  guaf  dial)  had  a  rights  to  make  what  advantage 
^he  GOjuld,  of  the  estate  fi>r  the  infant*  A&^v  Im 
deaths  a>iJi  by  Us^e  remawder  man  for  an  accOuiMt 
^g^^inst  his  assets  was  disiigtissedy  because  it  was  said 
the  tenant  in  tail  had  a  power  pver  the  inheritance* 
md  l^he  guardian  might  exercise  that  powder  in  ;aoy 
wmmx  rfie  thought  pi-oper  (d)^ 

The  well  known  tenure  so  general  in  Irdand,  by 
lease  renewable  for  ^vej,  ia»  in  that  eountry,  con- 
sidered  so  much  in  the  nature  of  a  peipetuity,  that 
l^d  JEledesdale  refused  an  applicati^^i  f or  an  tOr 
junction  to  restrain  a  tenant  from  cutting  ttmbcc. 
Kis  Lordship  considered  Ih&t  the  whole  inisberLtahce 
^as  bound  by  the  conlxac^  for  ren^waJL  ^aod  that 
witibwui  a  ispeei^  ooutract,  the  lessee  had  no  intenest 

(a)  3  Mad.  Rep.  532. 

(b)  Mildmay's  case,  6  Co.  41.  a.    Co«  ]vU^^.i>* 

(c)  7  Bftc  Ab.  360. 

(d)  Saville's  case,  Hose.  2Si.    F^^  16. 
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i)^)roQd  the  paibrmance  of  the  condikiDns  of  the  Bersmajfi^r 
ieniu!»  (flf).     This  determination  proceeded  enfcipdiy  ^fiJ^^j^ 
n^pon  the  peculiar  local  nature  of  that  tenure,  and  jtinotioms 

would  probably  not  be  found  applicable  to  the  case ' 

fof  a  te^nt  holding  under  a  lea&e,  mth  covenants 
jTor  perpetual  renewal  in  England,  wheise  this  epecies 
^(  fOoyemaaU  though  neither  unusual  nor  iUegal,  is, 
aererthelesa,  regarded  by  the  courts  with  great 
Jealpiisy  (p). 

It  was  observed  by  Lord  Nottin^am  (e\  aad  he  Tenant  for 
has  been  followed  in  that  opinion  by  Lord  Hardr  impeach- 
wioke  ((f),  that  at  commoii  law,  the  clause  "  without  "*®°^  ^^ 

waste. 

]i39|ieaGfhm^t  of  waste/'  only  exemi^ed  tenant  £or 
H&  from  the  peiytlty  ^f  the  statittet  and  did  not  give 
him  the  property  of  th^e  thin^  wasted;  and  thaae 
learned  p.er^ow  coosidei:!^  Lewis  Bowles's  case,  as 
having  first  decided,  that  these  words  also  gav^  the 
property.  This  pi^ion  mmt  have  been  foimded 
uppn  the  extrajudicial  deternanation  of  Wray,  C.  J. 
ai2d  Manwood,  C  B*  in  a  case  of  Findti  v»  Pinch^ 
which  is  citied  in  Herlakenden's  case  (e),  and  upon 
a  passage  in  Statham's  Abridgment,  27  H.  6,  Lord 
Cojke  has,  bawever,-  clearly  shown  that  this  doctrine 

• 

\fi}  Culvert  t\.  GosoD,  2  Sch.  ^  ^f.  561. 

{h)  Hjrde  V.  Skynnef,  2  P.  W,  196.  P^edrfi^w  v.  PeiJfiwrd  L^vjid 
Company,  1  Eden,  349.  Lee  v.  Lord  V^rnon^  5  Brp.  C^  C»  ^d> 
Joxnl  10.  Tritton  v.  Foote,  2  Bro.  C*  C.  636,  2  Cox,  m.  Baynr 
bam  o.  Guy's  HospitalrS  Yes.  g9$^  JSaton  i^.  Lyon^  ik«  691 , 
]V[a(»irp  V.  F<aey«  <$  Yea.  232.  Igguld^u  is.  %Iay,  9  Y(e&.  995^  3  £QiiU 
237,  2  N.  E.449.  City:^f  LoQ49i»  t{.Mitif<wr4,  U  Yes.  £0*  WSim 
«,  Willaa;,  16  Y^s.  72. 

(c)  2Freem.53. 

<^)  1  Yes,  265. 

(e)  4i  Co.  62. 


176 


INJUNCTIONS  TO  STAY  WASTE. 


PerKmifor 
and  againtt 
tohom  Ih" 
junctions 
granted^ 


was  erroneous;  and  it  appears  from  the  numerous 
authorities  cited  by  him  in  Lewis  Bowles's  case  (a), 
that  "the  constant  opinion  of  all  ages*'  was,  that 
these  words  gave  power  to  the  lessee  to  do  waste, 
which  produced  an  interest  in  him,  if  he  executed 
his  power  during  the  continuance  of  his  estate. 
Lord  Coke  has  also  shown  that  the  clause  was  in 
use  at  the  time  of  the  statute  of  Marlbridge,  and 
that  the  effect  of  it  was  not  only  to  allow  the  tenant 
to  commit  waste,  but  also  to  dispose  of  the  timber 
to  his  own  use  (i). 

The  necessary  consequence  of  this  doctrine  was, 
that  tenant  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste, 
should  not  be  restrained  in  equity :  for  that  woidd 
have  been  to  determine,  that  he  should  not  enjoy 
the  property,  which  the  law  gave  him  (c).  And  it 
was  decided,  that  his  assignee  has  the  same  rights : 
accordingly,  where  tenant  for  life  without  impeach' 
ment  of  waste,  had  become  a  bankrupt,  and  the 
commissioners  had  sold  his  estate  to  the  defendant, 

{a)  11  Co.  79. 

(b)  In  the  other  report  of  Lewis  Bowles's  case,  which  is  in 
Roll,  by  the  name  of  Bowles  v.  Berrie,  1  Roll.  Rep.  IBS.  we  find 
this  doctrine  treated  with  the  pedantic  subtlety  peculiar  to  the  age: 
the  whole  court  agreed^  that  whether  the  trees  were  thrown  down"* 
by  tempest,  or  the  act  of  the  lessee,  he  was  entitled  to  them ;  and 
two  of  the  judges  (Houghton  and  Dodderidge)  held,  that  the 
words  Without  impeachment  oftvaste,  gave  ^property  in  the  trees ;  hut  - 
die  other  two  judges  (Coke,  C.  J.  and  Croke)  said,  that  those  words 
dU  not  give  a  property  in  the  trees,  but  only  an  interest  and  pcfmer 
in  tike  lessee  to  take  them ;  and  when  he  had  taken  them,  that  he 
should  not  be  impeached  in  any  action  or  reprisal,  but  should  have 
them  for  his  own  use ! 

(c)  Minshul  v.  Minshul,  1  Ch.  Rep.  128.    1  Vem.  2S.    1  Eq. 
Ab.  399.    1  Ves.  266. 
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the  court  dissolved  an  injunction  which  had  been  Perzom^r 
obtained  to  restrain  him  from  cutting  timber  ge-  ^^^^^ij. 
-  nerally  (a).  junctions 

It  was,  howevfer,  soon  found  how  much  this  ex-  ^ 
tensive  power  might  be  abused  to  the  prejudice  of  Equitable 
the  inheritance ;  and  accordingly  when  tenant  for  ^^  ^" 
life,  unimpeachable  of  waste,  was  making  an  uncon- 
scientious  use  of  that  power,  courts  of  equity  assumed 
the  juriscBction  of  restraining  and  modelling  it. 

The  case  which  is  frequently  referred  to,  as  being 
the  leadii^g  decision  upon  this  point,  is  well  known  by' 
the  name  of  Lord  Barnard's  case.  It  is,  however,  far 
from  being  the  earliest  decision  upon  the  subject,  ias  it 
appears  to  have  been  a  well  known  branch  of  equita- 
ble jurisdiction  in  the  time  of  Lord  Nottingham.  In 
the  above  noticed  case  of  Abraham  or  Abrahali  v. 
jBubb  (ft),  we  find  that  great  judge  treating  it  as  a 
settled  point,  that  if  tenant  for  life  does  wast^  **  m/i^' 
Uciousfy,**  a  court  of  equity  would  restrain  him,' 
though  he  had  express  power  to  commit  waste :  and 
he  added,  that  he  never  knew  an  injunction  in  this 
respect  denied,  unless  it  were  to  Seijeant.Peck  in 
Lord  Oxford's  case,  and  he  believed  he  never  should 
see  this  court  deny  it  again.  He  also  cited  the  Bishop 
of  Winchester's  case,  and  Lady  Evelyn's  case,  as 
instances  in  his  recollection,  in  which  the  court"^ 
had.  so  interposed.  In  the  former,  the  Bishop  limj.. 
made  a  lease  for  twenty-one  years,  without  impeach^' 
ment  of  waste,  of  land  that  had  many  trees  upon  itr' 
the  tenant  cut  down  none  of  the  trees  till  about  hafiT 


(a)  Anon.  Mose.  237* 

(i)  9  jBq.  Ab.  757.  2  Freem.  53.  2  Show.  69. 

N 
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Fermufw  a  year  before  the  expiration  of  the  term,  yet  th^ 
^nhomln-'  g^^^^g  to  fell  the  trees,  he  was  enjoined.  In  several 
juncHoM       other  cases  about  the  same  period,  the  court  declared 

.  that  it  would  restrain  both  tenant  for  life  without 

impeachment  of  waste,  and  tenant  in  tail  after  possi- 
bility of  isnue  extinct,  from  committing  "  wilful,** 
"  destructive,**  ^*  malicious,*'  "  extravagant,*'  or 
"  humorous*'  waste  (a). 
Destruction*  These  determinations  led  to  the  remarkable'  caise 
trfVane  v.  Lord  Barnard  (i),  which  certainly  strongly 
demanded  the  application  of  the  doctrine,  being  an 
instance  of  the  most  extravagant,  wilful,  malicious, 
and  destructive  waste,  that  can  be  imagined.  Lord 
Barnard,  who  was  tenant  for  life,  without  impeaeh>- 
ment  of  waste,  of  Raby  castle,  under  the  marriage 
settlement  of  his  son  (c),  in  consequence  of  scnne 
displeasure  which  he  had  conceived  against  him,  got 
two  hundred  workmen  together,  and  stripped  the 
castle  of  the  lead,  iron,  glass,  doors,  boards,'&c.  to  the 
value  of  8000/.,  and  was  proceeding  to  pull  it  down : 
Lord  Cowper,  without  any  hesitation,  granted  aii 
injunction;  and  a  commission  was  directed  to  iUf 
quire  into  the  amount  of  the  damage^  and  a  Master 
was  directed  to  see  it  done  at  the  expense  of  the 
defendant  {d). 


(a)  Williams  v.  Day,  2  Ch,  Ca.  32.  Cooke  v.  Whaley,  1  Eq. 
Ab.  400.    Anon.  1  Freem.  273. 

(i)  The  case  is  reported  in  several  bdoks,  and  most  correcdy 
m  the  first.  Free.  Can.  454.  Gilb.  Eq.  Rep«  127.  1  Eq.  Ab.  S99. 
1  Salk.  161.    2  Vem.  738. 

{e)  Gilbert's  report  of  this  case,  by  a  strange  blunder^  repre- 
sents him  to  have  been  tenant  by  the  cmrtesy. 

(d)  Lord  Barnard  having  died  before  he  hiid  perfected  the 
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The  ground;  howeyer,  upon  Whk^  this  docti:ine  Persom/er 
vras  as  yet  founded,  was  said  to  be  the  de^ructiw  ^h<m^^ 
to  the  inheritance ;  and  u|>On  this  principle,  and  in  j^nct^s 
Extension  of  this  rational  doctrine^  Lord  H^dwicke     _ 
said,  that  if  tenant  for  life,  without  impeaclunent  <>f 
w^te,  were  to  pull  down  faitm-^housei^^  he  Would 
restrain  hiiD»  as  much  as  if  it  were  the  case  of  the 
mansioti-housei  or  if  he  were  grubbing  up  the'ni^le 
firf*a  wood  (a). 

Analogous  .to  this  also,  was  the  interference  of  a  Timber  of 
court  of  equity  to  restrain  tenant  for  life,  without  ^owaT^  * 
inqpeachment,  from  cutting  down  timber  qftoa  young 
u  growth.  Lord  Hardwioke,  indeed,  once  expressed 
^me  disapprobation  of  the  doctrine,  as  being  dif- 
ficult to  carry  into  effect ;  and  seemed  to  dnnk  that 
it  was  hardly  warranted  upon  principle^  as  it  did  n<^ 
tend  to  the  destruction  of  the  thing  settled;  and  in 
Sir  Herbert  Packingtan^s  case  (6),  wiiere  part  of 
th6  order  was  to  restrain  the  tenant  from  cutting 
trees,  not  of  a  proper  growth,  he  felt  some  doubti 
a&d  afterwards  omitted  it«  There  were,  howpver, 
at  that  time  numerous  case8,>in  whjdi  the  court  had 
interfered  to  restrsdn  tenant  without  imjpeacfament 
from  cutting  sapUngs  or  extremely  young  tr&es  (c). 


decree,  there  were  directions  for  an  issue  at  law  to  eharge  his 
assets  with  the  value  of  the  damage. 

(a)  1  Ves.  26d«  There  is  a  most  extraordinary  doctrine  attri- 
Jbatedto  Lord  Mansfield  (1  Bl.  Rep.  SS7.}  that  if  the  waste  be  a 
species  of  destruction^  not  within  the  meaning  of  the  grantor,  a 
remedy  would  Be.  at  law  agaiiist  tenaat  for  life  Mfi^  waste. 

(J)  3  Atk.  216. 

(c)  Lord  Castlemain  v.  Lord  Craven,  2  Eq.-  Ab.758.  22  Yin, 
Ab.  52S.  O'Brien  o.  O'Brien,  Arab,  107. 
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and  against 
tvkom  In'" 
junctions 
granted* 

Trees 
planted  for 
ornament. 


The  subject  was  afterwards  much  discussed  in  two 
cases  before  Lord  Thurlow  (a),  where  the  doctrine 
was  satisfactorily  established. 

We  have  next  to  consider  another  branch  of  this 
doctrine,  neither  so  well  founded  nor  so  salutary  as 
the  former,  viz.  the  restraining  the  cutting  down 
trees  planted  for  ornament.  At  first,  where  the  act 
complained  of  did  not  amount  to  destruction^  the  court 
refused  to  interfere.  Thus  in  the  anonymous  cases  in 
Freeman  above  referred  to,  the  defendant,  though 
restrained  from  cutting  down  trees  planted  for  the 
shelter  of  the  house,  and  fruit-trees  growing  in  the 
garden,  was  not  prevented  from  cutting  down  some 
•turrets  of  trees  which  grew  a  lands  length  from  the 
house  under  the  idea  of  ornament ;  and  evehXord 
JEIardwicke  once  declared,  that  if  a  son  should  have 
it  in  his  power  to  call  his  father  into  a  court  of 
equity  for  any  alterations  in  a  walk  or  an  avenue,  it 
would  be  such  a  fund  for  disputes  between  father 
and  son,  that  it  had  been  better  for  the  public,  that 
JEUby  Castle  had  been  pulled  down,  than  that  the 
precedent  had  been  made  (b). 

One  of  the  first  cases  we  find  upon  this  doctrine 
is  that  of  Charlton  v.  Charlton  (c),  before  Lord 
King,  where  an  injunction,  granted  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls,  was  continued  as  to  trees  for  ornament 
or  shelter,  but  dissolved  as  to  straggling  trees.  In 
Packington's  case  above  noticed.  Lord  Hardwicke, 

« 

upon  its  being  objected  that  the  trees  in  question 

(a)  Chamberlajme  v.  Dummer,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  166.  S  ib.  548. 
Lady  Strathmore  v.  Bowes,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  88.  > 

(6)  1  Ve8.521. 
(c)  Cit.  3  Atk.  213. 


««vn» 


INJUNCTIONS   TO  STAT  WASTB«  Ifitt 

had  arisen-  naturally  and  by  dcddent,  and  not  hmt  Pettmi^/br 
planting,  said,  that  whether  they  grew  natural  or  ^^^q^^, 
were  planted,  if  they  served  as  an  ornament,  it  was  i"'"^^"' 
the  same  thing.  That  injunction,  however,  only  com-* 
prised  trees  in  lines  or  avenues,  or  ridings  in  the  park : 
and  the  cases  already  noticed  of  Leighton  t;«Leighton 
and  O'Brien  «;.  O'Brien  were  to  the  same  effect.  * 

The  court  has,  however,  not  gone  further  thad 
to  protect  what  has  been  planted  Jbr  ornament^  amd 
has  repeatedly  refused  to  act  upon  affidavits,  stating 
that  timber  is  ornamental  (a)«  The  order  in  Ghain- 
berlayne  t;.  Dummer,  it  will  be  seen,  is  for  trees 
planted  or  growing  for  the  ornament  of  the  said 
houses,  or  which  grow  in  lines,  walks,  vistas,  &c.  the 
inference  being,  that  trees  so  planted,  are  piloted; 
for  ornament.  Lord  Eldon  has»  on  more  than  one 
occasion,  expressed  his  disapprobation  of  this  doc- 
trine, which  it  would  be  wiser  to  confine  than  to  ex- 
tend. If  it  were  to  be  considered  as  res  ifUegrOf 
he  once  observed,  the  best  course  would  have 
been,  to  have  required  settlors  and  testators  to  say 
what  their  own  injunctions  should  be,  rather  than 
leave  them  at  liberty  to  give  legal  rights,  while  a 
qpurt  of  equity  was  afterwards  to  be  called  upon  to 
determine,  how  the  parties  having  those  legal  rights, 
inight  be  said  to  execute  them  equitably  (&)«  The 
principle,  his  Lordship  on  another  occasion,  stated 
to  be,  that  if  the  grantor  or  testator  has  gratified  his 
own  taste  for  ornament,  though  he  has  adi^ed  die 
species  the  most  disgusting  to  the  tenant  for  life, 

(a)  16  Ves.  185.    Lord  Mahon  v.  Lord  Stanhope>  3  Mad.  Rep^ 
53S. 

(b)  16  Ves.  185, 186. 
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Pmcmtt^"^  and  the  most  agreeable  to  the  tenant  in  tail,  and 

Hx^om'lH-      npon  the  competition  between  those  parties  tibe 

juncHdns       cotTrt  should  See,  that  the  tenant  for  life  was  right  in 

*        point  of  taste,  and  the  tenant  in  tail  wron^ ;  yet  the 

taste  of  testator,  like  his  will,  binds  them,  and  it  is 

dot  competent  to  them  to  substitute  another  species 

of  ornament,  for  that  which  the  testator  designed. 

The  question^  which  is  the  most  fit  method  for 

clothing  an  estate  with  timber  for  the  purpose  of 

ornament^  cannot  be  safely  trusted  to  the  court  (a). 

The  same  principle  has  been  lately  acted  upon  more 

« 

extensively,  and  has  been  made  to  comprise,  not  only 
trees  planted  for  ornament  of  the  house,  but  also  of 
Out-houses  and  grounds :  to  plantations,  vistas,  ave- 
nues, to  the  rides  about  an  estate  for  many  miles 
round  (i^),  and  in  a  late  case  it  was  extended  to 
trees  planted  for  the  purpose  of  excluding  objects 
froni  the  view  (c).  The  doctrine  has  further  been 
ap{)Ued  to  a  common,  where  clumps  of  trees  were 
planted  for  the  benefit  of  view,  and  as  (if  dejact6 
pltoted  for  ornament)  the  remoteness  or  contiguity 
could  not  alter  the  principle,  it  was  thought  to  make 
no  difference  that  the  common  was  some  miles  from 
the  house,  and  land  belonging  to  other  personls  inter- 
Vened  (rf).  The  orders  on  these  occasions  are  alwaya 
drawn  up  in  the  terms  which  were  used  in  Chamber-- 


.  (H  <Jebi)  jp.  JeUb,  dt.  6  Ves.  110^  Johnes.v.  Jolmetf^  ik  Lwd 
Tamworth  v.  Lord  Ferrers,  ib.  419.  WilliamB  v.  Macnamara, 
8Ve8;70. 

(c)  Day  V.  Merry,  16  Ve«.  375, 

(d)  MarquiB  of  Downshire  v.  Lady  Sandys^  6,Vefl.  196^ 


XN^UNCTtana  tq  w-a^y  waw*. 


>#? 


layne  t^;  Pummer^  a  copy  of  which^  ad  extracted  from  Penon^^ 
the  register's  book,  is  inserted  below  (a).  Th<mfl^ 

;  It  is  reported  to  have  beeii  determined  by  Jjord  J^nctiom 
£r8kiiie>  that  a  tenant  for  life  without  impeachmait»  ^^ 
cannot  out  dowa  trees  which  he,  has  himself  planted 
for  ornament*  but  that  he  may  thin  suqh  trees  (6)r 
If  a  temped  has  produced  gap9  in  wood  planted  for 
ornament,  it  would  not  be  considered  waste  to  cut  a 
few  trees,  so  as  to  produce  an  uniform  and  consistent 
appearance  (c). 

.   Notwithstanding  some  doubts  which  were  formerly  Tenant  in 
entertained  (rf)  it.  has  long  been  settled  that  Tenant  in  possibmty  of 
tail  qfter  possibiUtjf  qfiswe  ejptinct,  is  in  every  respect  ^^^  exdnct. 
as  unimpeachable  for  waste  as>  tenant  for  life,. who  is 
made  so.  hy  express  limitation (e). :  This  privilege 
hais.  always  been  coiKitdered  as  founded  on  the  cir-^ 


'  (a) '  <<  That  an  mjunctioii.be  awasd^d  to  restrain  the  dtfendiiiit 
lUmat  Dununer^  her  servants,  workmen,  and  agents,  from  cutting 
down,  any  timber  and  other  trees  growing  on  the  estate  in  question, 
which  are  planted  or  growing  there  for  the  protection  or  shelter 
of  the  several  mansion-houses  belonging  to  the  said  estates,  or  for 
the  ornament  of  the  said  houses^  or  which  grow  in  lines,  walks, 
vistas,  or  other  gFounds  thereunto  belonging^^  and  l&at  the  in« 
junction  dcr  also  extend  to  restrain  the  said  defendant^  h^r  servantSj 
workmen,  or  agents,  from  cutting  down  any  timbor  or  other  trees, 
except  at  seasonable  times,  and  in  a  husband-like  manner;  and 
also  from  cutting  down  saplings  or  young  trees  not  fit  to  be  cut 
as  and  !br  the  purposes  of  timber,  until  die  hearing  of  this  cause, 
dr  the  further  ord&  of  the  court."  Reg.  Lib.  A.  1781 .  foL  452; 
\  (i)  ■"  '.  ■ '  V-  Cc^lfy,  1  M^cL  Ch»  14«4.  1^  tgd*  a9  the,  tepori 
tif  the  same  case  3  Mad*  JELep.  525,  does  not  agree  with  it. 

(c)  Lord  Mahon  o«  Earl  Stanhope,  ib. 

(d)  I  Cro.  242.    Al.  84.    4  Co.  63.    2  Freem.  54. 

(e)  Herlakenden's  case,  4  Co.  62.    Lewis  Bowles's  case,  1 1  Co. 
79.    1  Roll.  Rep.  17T*  ~       . 
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Tt¥i(mJ^  (eumstaKioe  of  the  inkeritanee  onee  hamng  been  hi  mek 
"^o^^Tf^  tenant,  and  though  by  the  death  of  the  other  done^ 
junctions  in  tail  special  without  issue,  the  estate  is  changed ; 
^^  yet  it  is  said  that  the  power  to  commit  waste,  and  to 

convert  timber  cut  to  his  own  use,  is  not  changed  (a) ; 

and  that  a  court  of  equity,  except  for  destructive  or 

malicious  waste,  will  not  interfere  to  restrain  the 

exercise  of  this  legal  right. 
Tenwit  after  J     It  freoQently  happens  that  a  person  is  at  the  same 

possibility  of    .  n     i./»         1     1  .         .1      /\ 

a  remainder,  time,  tenant  for  lite  and  also  tenant  m  tau,  after  pos- 
sibility of  issue  extinct,  of  the  remainder  expectant 
on  his  life  estate.   An  important  question  lately  arose 
as  to  the  right,  of  a  perscm  in  this  situation,  to  cut 
4imber.  Tiie  limitations  of  the  settlement  were,  to  the 
husband  for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste,  re^ 
Qiainder  to  trustees  to  preserve  contingent  remain- 
ders, remainder  to  the  wife  for  life,  remainder  to  the 
first  aind  othe]r  sons,  remainder  to  the  daughters  in  like 
manner,  with  remainder  to  the  heirs  of  the  body  of 
vhosband  and  wife.     The  husband  having  died  with- 
<  out  issue,  the  question  arose  as  to  the  right  of  the 
wife  to  cut  timber,  who  had  become  tenant  in  tail 
'  after  posBibiUty  of  this  remainder.    Lord  Eldon  ex- 
]  pressed  a  strong  inclination  of  opinion  that  what  was 

"'"'  generaUy  laid  down  as  to  the  rights  of  tenant  in  tail 

;.  0^  .        after  possibility,  did  not  necessarily  apply  to  the  pre- 
*'^  '  --sent  case ;  that  the  metoing  of  the  doctrine  was, 
t^tbat^as  the  donees  in  special  tail  had  once  the  power 
V  Df  committing  waste,  and  of  converting  the  timber 
to  their  own  use,  so  when  by  the  death  of  one  of 
.  thosjp  donees,  the  estate  was  altered,  yet  the  power 

Y 

{c)  Lewis  Bowles's  case^  sup. 
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'xeas  not  altered  f  but  that  the  Jiiitsre  existenoe  cf  Persans/ar^ 
that  power,  as  the  present  existence  of  it,  was  founded  tvhotn  In^  ' 
upon  the  circumstance  of  the  estate  tail  in  possesr  J^^^^ons 

.  .  granted* 

-^ion  ;  that  there  was  not  one  case,  in  which  tenant 


in  tail  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  is  said  to  be 
dispunishable  for  waste,  where  that  tenant  had  not 
dnce  been  tenant  in  tail  with  the  other  donee  in  pos- 
session^ and  the  reasoning  assigned  to  prove  that  such 
person  vf^  dispunishable,  was  the  strong  connection 
with  the  fact,  that  such  person  was  once  tenant  in  tail 
in  possession.  His  Lordship  observed  that  he  could 
not  go  the  length  of  holding  that  she  should  be  at 
liberty  to  cut  timber^  until  the  subject  had  been 
further  considered  at  law.  A  case  was  accordingly 
Sent  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
but  this  curious  and  interesting  view  of  the  case  ap- 
pears to  have  been  entirely  neglected  in  the  argu* 
ment,  and  in  consequence  of  the  present  practice  of 
the  courts  of  law  not  to  assign  any  reasons  for  their 
certificates,  it  is  unknown  whether  it  formed  any 
ground  of  the  opinion  which  the  court  returned) 
that  she  was  not  impeachable  for  waste  (a). . 

The.  right  to  restrain  tenant  in  tdil  after  possibility  Tenant  after 
from  committing  Equitable  waste,  is  a^  fully  settled  J|^^e5 
as  it  is  in  the .  case  of  tenant  for  life  without  im-  from  com- 
peachment  of  waste  (6).    In  a  court  of  law,  as  ob-  ^ui^ie 
served  by  Sir  J.  Leach,  a  tenant  in  tail  after  posr  ^^^^• 
sibility  of  issue  extinct,  is  in  effect  a  tenaint  for  life 
without  impeachment  of  waste :  and  courts  of  equity 

(a)  12  East,  209. 

(i)  AbrahaU  v.  Bubb«  2  Freem.  53.  2  Show.  69.  2  £q.  Ab.  757. 
Williams  v.  Day,  2  Ch.  Ca.  32.  Anon.  2  Freem.  278.  Cooke  v. 
Winford,  1  £q.  Ab*  staled  from  the  register's  book,  3  Mad.  528. 
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Per$(ms/or  have  in  the  question  of  equitable  waste^  confoniBied 
S^m^n^**  him  with  other  tenants  for  life  without  impeachment 
junctions  of  waste,  and  have  not  entered  into  the  distinction 
^^"^  '  that  he  is  unimpeachable  of  waste,  not  by  the  pro- 
vision of  a  grantor,  but  as  a  legal  incident  to  his 
estate  (a). 
Tenant  in  -  The  whole  doctrine  upon  the  subject  of  the  rights 
ed  from  hoth  of  tenants  for  life  unimpeachable  of  waste,  and 
alienation  by  tenants  after  possibility  of  issue  extinct,  were  ela- 

speciai  act     . 

ofparlia-  borately  discussed  in  the  late  case  of  the  Attorney- 
Ser  ^^nf  ^^^^^^  ^'  1^"^®  of  Marlborough.  That  case  also  is 
being  in  the  extremely  valuable,  for  the  consideration  which  the 
crown.  iquestion  received,  as  to  the  rights  of  tenants  in  tail 

0 

restrained  hf  Act  qf  parliament  from  alienation^  with 
respect  to  the  doctrine  oi  equitable  "waste.  In  that 
case  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  entitled  as  tenant  in 
tail  under  an  act  of  parliament  to  the  honour  and 
manor  of  Woodstock,  with  a  proviso  that  he  should 
not  have  power  by  fine  or  recovery,  or  other  act,  to 
bar  the  said  estate,  was  alleged  to  have  cut,  and  to 
be  proceeding  in  cutting  down  trees  planted  for  or. 
nament,  -and  for  shelter  of  the  mansions-house  at 
]^enheim,  and  also  of  an  improper  growth..  The 
bill)  to  which  a  general  demiimr  was  put  in,  prayed 
an  account  and  injunction.  Sir  J.  Leach,  in  the 
,  first  view  which  he  took  of  this  case,  considered  the 
estate  of  the  Duke  as  an  estate  tail,  with  all  the  im* 
eidehts^  belonging  to  it,  except  those  expressly  taJben 
away  by  the^act,  and  according^  overruled  the  de^ 
murrer.  It  was  afterwards,  however,  discovered, 
that  the  Duke,  by  another  act  of  parliament^  which, 

(«)  3  MacL  Rep.^S^.  . 
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Inid  neither  been  inserted  in  the  pleadings,  nor  Beftonpfbr. 
alhtded  to  in  the  argument,  wasi  bound  to  maintain  ^^^^^ 
Ble'nheim  House ;  and  it  was  then  determined,  that  junctions 

upoh  that  ground^  he  was  not  at  liberty  to  cut  trees  ^^" 

essential  to  its  ornament  and  shelter. 

The  final  determination  of  this  case,  does  not  pro- 
ceed therefore,  upon  the  general  doctrine  applicable 
either  to  tenants  in  tail  specialty  restrained  by  act  of 
parliament  from  alienation,  or  tenants  in  tail,  where 
the  reversion  being  in  the  crown,  the  estate  is  also 
unalienable  (a).  The  question,  whether  a  person  in 
this  situation,  is  to  be  considered  for  this  purpose  as 
tenant  in  tail,  or  tenant  for  life  unimpeachable  for 
waste,  still  remains  unprejudiced  by  decision*  It 
remains  to  be  seen  whether,  on  the  one  hand,  by 
analogy  to  the  great  body  of  authorities  relating  to 
the  case  ofteiiant  for  life  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  or  the  case  of  tenant  in  tail  after  possibility 
of  issue  extinct,  which  it  more  closely  resembles, 
the  courts  will  interpose  by  injunction  ?  Or  whether, 
on  the  other,  adopting  the  forcible  arguments  of 
the  court  in  delivering  its  original  opinion,  they 
will  consider  the  possessors  of  such  estate  as  having 
aU  the  legal  rights  and  incidents  which  belong  to  an 
estate  of  that  character,  except  where  such  rights 
and  incidents  are  specially  qualified  by  the  provisionsf 
of  the  statute ;  and  that,  in  case  there  is  no  quaiifi^ 
cation  with  respect  to  the  right  of  cutting  timber, 
they  are  the  legal  owners  of  the  timber ;  and  that 

•  •        •     . 

{a)  By  act  of  pariiam^nt  34  and  85  Hen.  9.  0..90.  It  ia* alio 
said  that  a  reversion  in  the  crown  is  qcM/  bftrraUe  at  oommon  law, 
2  Roll.  Ab.  293.  cit.  3  Mad.  522.  n. 


a 
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Persons^or 
and  against 
•whom  In'' 
junctions 
'granted. 


Waste  by 
collusion. 


there  is  no  prindple  of  jurisdiction  in  a  court  of 
equity,  to  restrain  the  legal  incidents  of  an  estate 
tail,  with  respect  to  timber,  either  because  the  estate 
tail  cannot  be  barred,  or  because  the  reversion  is  in 
the  crown? 

A  court  of  equity  will  also  interpose  where  a 
person  having  an  estate  in  remainder,  to  which  the 
privilege  of  cutting  timber  is  annexed,  is  doing  so 
by  collusion  with  the  tenant  in  possession.  Accord- 
ingly, an  injunction  was  granted  where  there  was 
tenant  for  life,  remainder  to  another  for  life  without 
impeachment  of  waste,  and  the  second  remainder 
man,  by  leave  of  the  tenant  for  life,  had  en- 
tered upon  the  premises  and  cut  timber  (a).  And 
the  same  determination  would  be  made  where  the 
tenant  for  life  and  the  remainder  man  in  fee,  subject 
to  contingent  estates,  were  felling  timber  in  col- 
lusion (6),  or,  where  the  waste,  was  by  a  tenant  for 
life  in  possession,  who  had  the  next  vested  estate 
of  inheritance  in  remainder,  but  subject  to  inter- 
mediate contingent  estates  (c),  or  by  the  trustee  of 
a  term  for  a  charity  subject  to  waste,  who  had 'pur- 
chased the  reversion  (rf).  One  of  the  first  cases  in 
which  the  courts  of  equity  interfered  to  restrain  the 
commission  of  waste  by  a  trespasser,  was  where  a 
person  was  cutting  timber  by  collusion  with  the 
tenant  (e). 


(a)  Lady  Evelyn's  case,  cit.  2  Freem.  55.    Fleming  v.  The 
Bishop  of  Carlisle,  cit.  1  Dick.  209. 
(i)  Garth  v.  Cotton,  1  Dick.  183. 

(c)  Williams  0.  Duke  of  Bolton,  1  Cox,  72. 

(d)  Bsys  V.  Bird,  2  P.  W.  S98. 

(e)  Post,  p.  192, 
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It  may  not  be  improper  to  insert  in  this  plAce  Persons  for 
a  .case,  which  (although  no  decision  was  made  ap-  ^^o^iZ^ 
plicable  to  this  pointy  in  consequence  of  the  frame  >nc^(oiu 
of  the  record),  is  nevertheless  extremely  valuable  as  ^^ 
containing  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldon,  upon  a  Case  in 
case  where  trustees  being  directed  to  lay  out  a  sun^  1^^^  ^^ 
of  money  in  land,  of  which  they  were  themselves  tp  purchase  of 
be  successively  tenants  for  life  without  impeach-  which  they 
ment  of  waste,  had  purchased  an  estate  with  a  dis-  ^^"^6  to  be 
proportionate  quantity  of  timber  growing  upon  it.  ^Z 
The  testator  had  devised  his  real  estate  to  the  use  ^®  **^ 

wastC)  pur- 

of  the  defendant,  T.  H.  Lamb,  for  life,  without  im-  chased  an 

peachment  of  waste;  remainder  to  trustees  to  pre-  d^r^^^^^* 

serve,  &c. ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons  in  tionate 

tail  (by  a  person  whom  he  did  not  marry) ;  remainder  Smberupon 

to  the  defendant.  Sir  J.  B,  Burges,  for  life  without  *^ 

impeachment  of  waste ;  remainder  to  trustees  to  prci- 

serve,  &c. ;  remainder  to  the  plaintiff  C.  M.  Burges 

for  :;fe ;  remainder  to  his  first  and  other  sons,  &c. 

with  various  remainders  over.  The  testator  then  gave 

^e  residue  of  his  personal  estate,  which  amounted 

to  about  i£70»000,  to  the  defendants  Lamb  and  Sir 

J.  B.  BurgeSy  to  be  settled  to  the  same  uses.     The 

trustees  purchased  an  estate  in  Sussex  at  the  price 

of  ^21,500,  which  included  a  considerable  quantity 

of  timber,  valued  at  <£l60S.    Sir  J.  B.  Burges  took 

« lease  from  Lamb  of  this  estate  for  99  years,  if  he 

should  so  long  live,  with  an  exception  of  the  timber, 

and  a  reservation  to  Lamb  of  the  right  to  enter  and 

cut.    The  bill  was  filed  by  C.  M.  Burges,  charging 

the  executors  with  a  breach  of  trust,  in  purchasing 

an  estate  with  timber  upon  it ;  stating  that  the  de- 
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ibndaot  Lanib  had  cut  timber  which  was  oraametiita]^ 
&c.  and  praying  an  account. 

An  injunction  having  been  obtained,  restraining 
Lamb  from  cutting  timber  generally :  upon  the  mo- 
tion to  dissolve.  Lord  Eldon  observed,  that  this  was 
a  case  of  as  much  importance  and  dilQKculty  as  any 
that  he  had  ever  been  called  upon  to  consider.  That 
if  this  estate  had  been  the  subject  of  an  actual  de^- 
vise,  subject  to  these  limitations,  the  tenant  for  life 
would  have  had  all  the  power  over  the  timber  which 
in  law  belonged  to  his  estate,  and  in  equity  also,  ex- 
cept such  as  this  court,  by  a  due  application  of  the 
principle  of  equitable  waste,  denies  to  a  tenant  for 
life  unimpeachable  for  waste.  That  the  question 
then  remained,  whether  this  was  a  due  execqtipn  of 
the  triist,  by  lajdng  out  the  money  so,  that  under 
ihe  limitations  to  themselves  for  life  without  im^ 
peachment  of  waste,  one  of  tihe  trustee^  might  imp 
mediately  draw  back  into  his  own  pocket  <£1600  of 
the  trust  money.  His  lordship  said,  that  he  could  not 
deny  Lord  Thurlow's  opinion^  in  the  case  of  Liady  Ply- 
mouth ^.  Lady  Archer  (a),  that  a,purchase  imust  hk 
made  of  an  estate,  in  whicK  the  tenant  for  life  without 
impeachment  of  waste,  would  have  the  right  to  some 
extent  of  cutting  timber.  That  the  bhiy.rule  left  by 
that  ease  was,  that  the  purchase  is  to  be.svicfa\ajS  the 
trustees,  iii  a  Just  and  sound  exercise  of  their  disere^' 
tion,  could  make ;  but  if  under  that  act  the  tenant 
for  life  acquired  the  right';to  cut  some  timber^  that 
mere  cit-camstance  would  liot  make  it  an.  abuse  .of 


(a)  I  Bro.  C,  C- 159. 
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trusl^  or  a  mistaken  exercise  of  their  discretion.  The  Persons  jbr 
court,  taking  care  that  the  fund  shaU  be  laid  out  ac  it^^ 
cording  to  a  reaiionable:  and  sound  execution  of  the^  junctions 
trust,  must  not,  on  the  other  hand,  place  trustees  in  ^^" 
such  difficulties  that  they  never  can  execute  a  trust 
of  this  sort  without  coming  to  a  court  of  equity. 
That  in  the  present  case  there  were  several  tenants 
for  life  unimpeachable  for  waste,- and  it  was  very  dif- 
ficult to  hit  the  raUo:  but  that  if  the  timber  should 
bear  a  'aery  considerable  proportion  to  the  vabie  qf'the 
whole  purchase,  the  tenant  for  life,  especially  if  one 
of  the  trustees,  could  not  possibly  be  permitted  to 
take  it.    The  court  might  be  driven  to  take  this 
Course :  that  trustees,  laying  but  the  fund  in  a  tim- 
bered estate,  without  applying  that  reasonable  and 
discreet  attention,  that  in  a  fair  view,  oughtto.be 
applied  to  the  interests  of  all  parties,  should  be  con* 
sidered  in  a  court  of  equity,  as  not  bujring  any 
timber  for  their  own  benefit.     That  this  was  a  mode 
of  cutting  the  knot,  which  perhaps  in  a  new  and  di& 
ficult  case,  might  be  adopted. 

The  interference  in  restraint  of  waste  was  originally  Trespasf • 
founded  on  privity  of  title,  and  the  courts  were  for 
a  long  time  extremely  strict  in  confining  their  relief 
to  such  cases.  If,  therefore,  the  plaintiff  either 
happened  to  state  an  adverse  title  in  the  defendant, 
or  the  defendant  in  his  answer  positively  denied  the 
plaintiff's  title,  injunctions  were  always  either  re- 
fused, or  having  been  granted  were  dissolved.  Lord 
Eldon  has  noticed  several  instanced  of  the  extreme 
strictness  of  the  court  during  the  time  of  Lord 
Bathurst  and  Lord  Thurlow,  in  adhering  to  this 
rule :  thus  if  the  bill  contained  a  passage  frequently 
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inserted  now5  that  the  defendant  ptetettds  that 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  the  estate,  he  stated 
himself  out  of  court.  In  a  case  where  the  tenant 
got  into  possession  of  an  equitable  estate^  in  con- 
sequence of  which  an  ejectment  could  not  be  main- 
tained, and  a  bill  was  filed  by  a  person  alleging  him- 
self to  be  devisee,  in  order  to  be  enabled  to  try  his 
title  at  law,  and  to  restrain  waste,  if  the  heir  posi- 
tively denied  the  wiU,  and  insisted  uppn  his  own 
title ;  the  injunction  was  refused.  So  again  upon  a 
bill  by  the  heir  against  a  devisee  in  possession  to  stay 
waste,  the  answer  stating  that  the  will  was  attested 
by  three  witnesses,  the  injunction  was  dissolved  («)• 
'  In  one  of  the  first  cases  upon  this  point  before 
Lord  Thurlow,  a  search  was  made  for  precedents  in 
which  the  court  had  restrained  a  trespasser,  and  none 
being  found,  an  injunction  was  refused  (&)•  In  an- 
other, where  the  defendant  had  for  some  time  been 
authorised  by  the  plainjtiff  to  dig  earth  in  a  brick 
field  to  a  certain  depth  from  the  surface,  the  de- 
fendant having  dug  beyond  the  limit,  the  plaintiff 
revoked  the  authority,  and  required  him  to  desist 
from  digging  any  further,  but  the  defendant  con- 
tinuing to  dig.  Lord  Thurlow  refused  an  injunction, 
saying  the  defendant  was  a  mere  stranger,  and  might 


(a)  19Ves.l54. 

(J)  Mogg  V.  Mogg,  2  Dick.  670.  There  is  a  case  in  which 
Lord  Hardwicke  granted  an  injunction^  upon  a  forcible  entry, 
i^ainst  the  commissioners  of  the  turnpike  for  digging  gravel  on 
land  demised  to  the  plaintiff;  but  this  was  on  the  equity  of  quiet" 
iftg  possession,  the  plaintiff  having  been  more  than  three  years  in 
possession  before  the  filing  of  the  bill.  Hughes  v.  Morden  College^ 
1  Ves.  188, 
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be  turned  out  of  possession  immediately  (a).   In  one  Persons jfbr 
case,  indeed,  where  the  defendant  stating  that  he  ^^ominf 
was  in  possession  by  a  title  of  his  own,  admitted  thz^j^nctions 
he  was  let  into  possession  by  the  plaintiff's  tenant  ^^" 
without  his  knowledge:  the  court  granted  an  in- 
junction, but  solely  because  it  was  a  breach  of  the 
tenant's  duty  to  his  landlord,  and  therefore  that  the 
defendant's  tide  was  for  this  purpose  to  be  taken  as 
no  better  than  the  tenant's ;  but  it  was  said  that  if 
the  defendant  had  obtained  possession  without  par- 
ticipating in  that  breach  of  the  tenant's  duty,  the 
court  would  not  have  interfered  (6). 

Lord  Thurlow,  however,  at  length  relaxed  the  Where 
rigour  of  this  rule,  though  not  without  great  re-  S^^^^ 
luctance,  and  influenced  solely  by  the  irreparable 
ruin  which  would  have  followed  his  refusal.  The 
first  case  upon  this  subject  has  been  repeatedly 
cited  by  Lord  Eldon,  and  is  known  by  the  name  of 
Mamang's  case  (c).  The  plaintiff,  who  was  the  pro- 
prietor of  two  adjoining  closes,  under  which  were 
mines,  demised  one  of  them  to  the  defendant ;  the 
tenant  opened  a  mine  in  the  close  demised  to  him : 
**  that,"  observed  Lord  Eldon,  "  was  waste  from  the 
privity :  but  when  we  a»ked  .n  injunction  against  hi, 
digging  in  the  other  close.  Lord  Thurlow  hesitated 
much ;  but  did  at  last  grant  the  injunction ;  first, 
from  the  irreparable  ruin  of  the  property,  as  a  mine ; 
secondly,  as  it  was  a  species  of  trade ;  and,  thirdly, 
upon  the  principle  of  this  court  enjoining  in  matters 


(a)  Mortimer  V.  Cottrell^  2  Cox,  205. 

(h)  Hamilton  v.  Worsefold,  November,  1786,  ciu  10  Ves.  290.  a. 

(c)6Ves.  137.    7Veg.S08.    15  Ves.  138. 
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of  tre^ass,  where  irreparable  damage  is  the  con-' 
sequence  (a)/* 

The  next  case  upon  this  point,  is  one  which  is 
most  frequently  referred  to,  viz.  Robinson  t?.  Lord 
Byron  (i),  in  which  the  defendant  having  penned  up 
the  water  of  the  river  Lyme,  which  flowed  through 
his  park,  so  as  to  prevent  its  flowing  in  its  usual 
course  to  the  plaintiff's  mills,  and  at  other  times  let- 
ting out  the  water,  in  such  quantities  as  to  endanger 
the  mill ;  the  court  interposed,  on  the  ground  of  the 
plaintiff's  using  the  rights  in  a  different  way,  so  as 
to  do  mischief,  and  an  order  made  on  great  con- 
sideratiouj  and  amended  by  Lord  Thurlow,  was  pro- 
nounced to  restrain  the  defendant  from  using  dams, 
wears,  shuttles,  floodgates,  and  other  erections,  so 
as  to  prevent  the  water  from  flowing  to  the  mill  in 
such  regular  quantities,  as  it  had  done,  before  the 
day.  on  which  the  injury  complained  of.  wa»  com- 
menced. 

So  little,  however,  did  Lord  Thurlow  then  apr 
prove  of  this  practice,  that  of  the  above  cases  of 
Mogg  V.  Mogg  and  Mortimer  v.  Cottrell,  one  of 
them  was  considerably  subsequent  to,  and  the  other 
contemporary  with  these  three  decisions.  The  prin- 
ciple, however,  has  been  now  without  scruple  ap- 
plied, to  restrain  a  trespasser  cutting  timber  by  col- 
lusion with  the  tenants  (c),  a  person  digging  from  ad- 
joining mines  into  the  jplaintiff 's  mine  (b) ;  a  lord  of 
a  manor  digging  for  coal  or  cutting  timber  on  the 

(a)  7  Ves.  308.     / 
(6)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  588. 

(c)  Courthope  v.  Mapplesdeoy  10  Ves.  290. 

(d)  Mitchell  v.  Dots,  6  Ves.  147. 
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premises  of  a  copyhold  tenant  (a) ;    a  purchaser  Persons  fir 
having  obtained  possession  without  having  paid  the  ^kom^In^ 
purchase  money  and  cutting  timber  {b);    and  in  i^^^^^o^^ 
favour  of  a  lord  of  a  manor  and  his  lessees,  against 
persons  taking  stones  of  a  peculiar  value   found 
at  the  bottom  of  the  sea,  within  the  limits  of  the 
manor  (c)«     The  court,  however,   is  always  more 
ready  to  listen  to  an  application  for  an  injunction 
on  the  ground  of  waste,  than  on  that  of  trespass  (rf), 
in  which  it  expects  a  strong  case  of  destruction  or 
irreparable  mischief  to  be  made  out :  of  irreparable 
mischief,  which  may  be  completely  effected  before 
any  trial  can  be  had  as  to  the  controverted  right  {e). 

Lord  Eldon  has  observed  that  he  did  not  recollect  Not  granted 
an  injunction  to  stay  trespass  being  ever  granted,  ^[Jf/titK^ 
where  the  fact  of  the  plaintiff's  title  to  the  property,  denied  by 
was  disputed  by  the  answer  ( jT).     Thus,  where  an 
injunction  had  been  obtained  on  affidavit  against 
cutting  and  pasturing  cattle  in  a  wood,  the  plaintiff 
praying  the  injunction  as  tenant  in  fee,  and  as  lord 
of  the  manor  inclosing  under  the  statute:  the  de« 
fendants  denying  the  former  title,  and  as  to  the 
latter  claiming  common  of  pasture  and  estovers,  and 
stating  that  after  the  inclosure  sufficient  common  of 

»  •  » 

(a)  Grey  v.  Duke  of  Northumberland^  17  Ve«.  281.  White- 
church  V.  Holworthy,  19  Ves.  213. 

(b)  Crockford  v.  Alexander^  15  Ves.  138. 
{e)  Earl  Cowper  v.  Baker,  17  Ves.  128, 

((/)  De  Sails  v.  Crossan,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  188.  The  report  of  this 
case  is  not  very  satisfactory. 

(e)  7  Ves.  308. 

(/)  19  Ves.  14?7.  In  Kinder  v.  Jones,  17  Ves.  110.  an  inr 
junction  was  granted  before  answer,  but  Lord  Eldon  had  previously 
directed  the  defendant  to  be  served  with  notice  of  the  motion. 
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Per$€mfir  pasture  would  not  be  left ;  the  plaintiff  hayidg  he^ 
whom^In^^  fore  the  bill,  been  nonsuited  in  an  action  of  trespass, 
junctions  and  entered  into  an  agreement  with  some  of  the 
^^  tenants,  the  injunction  was  dissolved  on  the  an- 

swer (a)*  And  in  another  case,  where  the  plainti£& 
claimed  as  devisees,  and  the  defendant,  the  heir-at- 
law,  insisted  by  his  answer  that  the  wifl  was  not  welt 
executed ;  Lord  Eldoa  refused  a  motion  for  an  in- 
junction (b).  The  same  motion  was  also  refused,  m 
a  prior  case  where  the  defendant  was  in  possession, 
the  tenants  bad  attorned,  and  the  plaintiff  having 
brought  an  ejectment  had  failed  in  it,  but  as  the  bill 
alleged,  not  on  the  merits  (c). 

It  may  now,  therefore,  be  considered  as  esta- 
blished, that  in  every  case  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff's ^title  is  not  controverted,  a  court  of  equity 
will  interpose  to  restrain  irreparable  mischief.  To 
the  cases  already  cited  might  be  added  those  of  a 
Tenant  at  will,  or  a  Tenant  by  sufferance,  whose  te- 
nancy is  ipso  facto  determined  by  the  commission  of 
waste,  and  who  are  from  thenceforth  considered  as 
trespassers,  and  yet  who  would  probably,  be  con- 
sidered as  coming  within  the  reach  of  the  principle 
of  the  modern  decisions. 
Copyholder.       The  right  of  the  lord  to  restrain  a  Copyholder 

from  committing  waste,  seems  also  to  admit  of  as 


Tenant  at 
will  and 
tenant  by 
8u&rance< 


{a)  Hanson  v.  Gardiner^  7  Ves.  305. 

(b)  Smith  V,  CoUyer,  8  Ves.  89.  The  same  thing  appears  to 
have  been  done  in  the  case  of  Lee  v.  Lee,  54  Harg.  MSS.  158. 
Vide,  however,  Sir  W.  Grant's  observations  in  Jones  v.  Jones, 
3  Meriv.  173.  there  being  apparently  no  reason  why  the  court  should 
not  interpose  on  the  ground  of  preserving  property  pendente  lite* 

(c)  Pillsworth  r.  Hopton,  6  Vcs.  51  • 


INJUNCTIONS   TO   STAY    WASTE.  197 

little  doubt.  In  the  case  of  Dench  t;.  Bampton  (a),  Persons  for 
however,  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  the  lord  against  a  ^homfn-^ 
copyholder  for  an  account  of  timber  cut,  and  an  in-  junctions 

junction.  Lord  Rosslyn  stated  his  opinion,  that  the  ^  ^     

copyholder  was  not  to  be  restrained  from  cutting 
timber,  if  he  chose  to  do  so,  at  the  risk  of  forfeiture. 
That  it  was  not  like  the  case  of  tenant  for  life  and 
remainder  man,  who  claim  under  the  same  title; 
that  thfe  reversioner  enters  for  the  forfeiture  of  the 
estate  for  life ;  that  the  lord  has  no  right  of  entry ; 
he  must  have  the  forfeiture  presented  by  the  homage : 
that  there  could  be  no  action  of  ^aste  between  the 
lord  and  tenant :  the  lord  could  get  no  more  than 
the  forfeiture:  and  the  bill  was  dismissed  with 
costs. 

The  point,  however,  afterwards  came  before  Lwd 
Eldon,  upon  a  demurrer  to  a  bill  by  a  lord  for  an  ac- 
count of  turves  cut  and  taken,  and  for  an  injunction 
not  waiving  the  forfeiture,  and  Dench  v.  Bampton 
was  much  relied  upon  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 
His  Lordship,  however,  observed  that  in  many  cases 
the  forfeiture  was  a  very  inadequate  remedy :  as  in 
the  instance  of  a  barren  spot  upon  which  valuable 
timber  was  growing;  if  the  copyholder  only  for- 
feited his  copyhold  by  cutting  down  these  trees, 
he  might  be  a  considerable  gainer  by  his  wrongful 
conduct.  His  Lordship  accordingly  overruled  the 
demurrer,  and  upon  affidavit  of  the  principal  facts 
alleged  by  the  bill,  an  injunction  was  afterwards  . 
granted  (i). 


(«)  4  Vol,  700. 

{h)  Richards  v.  Noble,  3  Men¥«  673. 
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It  has  already  been  noticed,  that  a  court  of  equity 
will  frequently  grant  injunctions  in  the  nature'  of  a 
specific  performance,  to  restrain  the  violation  by  a 
tenant,  of  covenants  contained  in  his  lease.  The 
cases  upon  this  subject,  are  so  closely  connected 
with  the  head  of  waste,  that  they  may  not  improperly 
be  inserted  in  this  place.  Although  many  of  them 
have  been  granted  solely  on  the  equity  of  restraining 
a  breach  of  covenant^  it  is  impossible  not  to  observe, 
that  in  the  greater  injunctions  might  have  been  sup* 
ported,  on  the  ground  of  waste. 

Thus  injunctions  have  frequently  been  granted  to 
restrain  lessees,  who  had  covenanted  to  keep  the 
banks  of  rivers  or  ponds  in  repair,  from  destroying 
or  impairing  them  {a) ;  or  an  outgoing  tenant  from 
removing  dung  or  crops,  contrary  to  express  cove- 
nants contained  in  his  lease  (6) ;  or  where  the  viola, 
tion  of  the  covenant  was  not  provided  for  by  liqui-r 
dated  damages,  to  restrain  the  ploughing  up  of 
meadow,  &c.(c).  / 

In  one  of  the  earliest  cases  upon  this  subject  an 
injunction  was  granted  till  the  hearing,  upon  an 
appeal  to  the  House  of  Lords,  to  restrain  a  lessee 
from  digging  sand»  gravel,  &c.  in  violation  of  a 

(a)  Lord  Bathurst  v.  Burden,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  64?.  Lord  Kilmprey 
V.  Thackeray,  cit.  ib. 

(£)  Johnson  f .  Golds^aine,  3  Anst.  749.  Geast  v.  Lord  Belfast, 
ib.  n.  Pulteney  ».  Warren,  5  Ves.  147.  260.  and  errata,  ib.  Lord 
Grey  de  Wilton  o.  Saxon^  6  V^s.  106.  The  case  of  Lathropp  s. 
Marsh,  5  Ves.  259.  is  clearly  wrong,  as  there  were  not  only 
breaches  of  covenant,  but  also  distinct  acts  of  waste  committed  and 
threatened. 

{c)  Aylet  V.  Dodd,  2  Atk.  329,  Woodward  ©.  Gyles,  2  Vern, 
119.    Rolfe  u.  Peterson,  2  Bvo.  Pi  C.  Ed.  Toml.  4SQ. 
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covenant  secured  by  a  penalty  (a).    And  in  a  case  Persons  for 
shortly  afterwards  before  Lord  Hardwicke,  an  in-  ^J^^jn^^ 
junction  was  granted,  expressly  on  the  ground  of  junctions 
restraining  a  breach  of  covenant,  against  a  tenant,  ^^^" 
who  was  converting  houses  to  a  different  use,  from 
that  prescribed  by  his  lease  (6). 

Tliough  a  lessee  is  required  by  law  to  cultivate  As  to  cujiti- 
the  lands  demised  to  him  in  a  husbandlike  manner>  h^bwidiike 
conformable  to  the  custom  of  the  country  (c),  yet  manner,  con- 
this  is  usually  defined  by  some  express  covenant.  theTustom^* 
It  has  upon  this  subject  been  determined  at  law,  o^*^ 
that  a  covenant  to  occupy  in  a  good  and  husband- 
like  manner,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country, 
will  be  broken  by  contravening  the  prevalent  course 
of  husbandry  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  that  even  if 
the  contract  be  simply  to  occupy  the  estate  in  a  good 
and  husbandlike  manner,  this  will  throw  a  liability 
upon  the  tenant  to  cultivate  the  land  according  to 
the  practice  of  the  neighbourhood  (d)  j  and  even, 
though  a  farm  be  held  under  a  written  agreement, 
the  custom  of  the  neighbourhood  may  well  be  in- 
sisted upon,  provided  it  be  not  either  expressly  or 
by  implication  excluded  by  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment  (e). 

In  equity  an  injunction  has  been  granted  to  re- 


(fl)  City  of  London  v.  Pugh,  4«  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  395. 

(fi)  Worden  v.  Ellera,  18th  December,  1739.  There  if  a  verj 
full  account  of  Lord  Hardwicke's  judgment,  6  Serj.  Hill,  MSS.  2* 
and  12  ib.  76. 

(c)  Powrley  v.  Walker,  S  T,  R.  373. 

(d)  Leigh  v.  HewiU,  4  East,  154. 

(e)  Wigglesworth  v.  Dallison,  Dougl.  201.  Senior  v.  Armitage, 
1  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  197.    Webb  v.  Plummer,  2  B.  &  A.  746. 
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arid  against 
ivhom  In" 
Junctions 
granted. 


Distinction 
between  ex- 
press and 
implied 
covenants. 


Covenant  to 
leave  pre- 
mises m  re« 
pair,  does 
not  preclude 
an  injunc 
tion. 


Strain  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  (who,  it  was  said, 
was  equally  bound  as  a  tenant  for  a  longer  period 
to  manage  his  farm  in  a  husbandlike  manner),  firom 
removing  crops,  manure,  &c.  except  according  to 
the  custom  of  the  country  (a):  in  a  previous  awe 
a  tenant  was  restrained  from  ploughing  up  pasture 
land :  the  lease  did  not  contain  an  express  covenant 
not  to  convert  pasture  into  arable,  but  the  landlord 
was  holden  entitled  to  the  injunction,  on  the  ground 
of  there  being  a  covenant  to  manage  pasture  in  a 
husbandlike  manner  (b).  Upon  the  same  principle 
the  court  has  interfered  to  restrain  a  tenant  fr<Hn 
sowing  mustard,  safiron,  woad,  or  other  deleterious 
crops,  as  being  contrary  to  the  course  of  hus- 
bandry (c). 

A  distinction  has  been  made  as  to  enforcing  by 
injunction  the  specific  performance  of  ea^press  cave- 
nants  and  implied  agreements;  and  the  court  has  re- 
fused to  interfere  to  restrain  a  tenant,  who  was 
holding  over,  from  removing  articles  contrary  to  the 
custom  of  the  country,  as  the  court  would  not  imply 
special  covenants  as  to  cultivation  from  the  m^re 
act  of  holding  over  (rf). 

A  covenant  to  repair,  and  at  the  end  of  the  term 
tp  surrender  buildings  in  good  condition,  does  not 
preclude  an  injunction  against  pulling  them  down 
and  carrying  away  the  materials  just  before  the  end 
of  the  term(e). 


.,  16  Ves.  173- 


(a)  Onslow  v,  — ■ 

{h)  Drury  v.  Molines,  6  Ves.  328. 

(c)  Pratt  V.  Brett,  2  Mad.  Rep.  62. 

\d)  Kimpton  v.  Eve^  2  V.  &  B.  349. 

{e)  Mayor,  &c.  of  London  v.  Hedger,  18  Ves.  %5S, 
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Where  there  is  a  covenant  not  to  convert  pre-  Persons fw 
mises  into  a  shop,  or  to  carry  on  a  trade  without  a  ^homln!^ 
license  in  writing;  the  permission  of  the  lessor  with-  junctions 
out  writing  to  carry  on  one  trade  will  not  amount 


to  a  general  licence  for  any  trade  {a).  License  to 

The  subject  of  interposition  by  Prohibition  in  the  ^^  do^^^ 
case  of  waste  committed  by  Ecclesiastical  persons,  »ot  extend 
was  discussed  with  a  degree  of  learning  and  research,  ^^^  j, 
in  the  case  of  Jefferson  v.  Bishop  of  Durham  (6),  Ecclesiasti- 
that  makes  it  impossible  to  add  any  thing  to  what  is       P®'^*®^*' 
there  collected.     It  appears  from  thence,  that  not 
one  of  the  «arly  text  writers,  were  aware  of  any  com- 
mon law  remedy  against  churchmen  committing 
waste,  and  that  the  year  book  2  H.  4.  contained  an 
extrajudicial  opinion  of  Thiming,  C.  J.,  that  if  a 
bishop  or  archdeacon  cut  down  all  his  wood,  he 
should  not  be  punished  at  common  law.    In  the 
reign  of  James  the  first,  however.  Lord  Coke  iln- 
assisted  by,  and  indeed,  contrary  to  all  practice,  sa- 
gaciously inferred  from  two  ancient  records  (c),  that 
a  writ  of  prohibition  lay  at  common  law  against  a 
churchman  who  committed  waste :  and  upon  these 
authorities  in  the  reign  of  Charles  the  first,  Lord 
Keeper  Cpveotry  (rf)  issued  a  prohibition  of  waste  to 
a  churchman  under  the  great  seal,  on  the  application 
of  the  patron.    Lord  Coke  in  one  case  (e),  went  so 
far  as  to  say  that  any  one  might  have  a  prohibition 
as  well  as  the  patron,  for  it  was  the  king's  writ,  and 

(a)  Macher.  v.  Foundling  Hospital,  1  V.  &  B.  188. 
(fi)  1  B.  &  P.  105. 

(c)  1  B.  &  P.  109.  n. 

(d)  Ackland  v.  AtweU,  2  Ro.  Ab.  813. 

(e)  1  Roll.  86.    lb.  8S5.    8  Bulst.  91. 
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fiODS, 


any  one  might  have  a  prohibition  for  the  king.  It 
appears,  however,  most  satisfactorily,  from  a  review 
of  the  doctrine  collected  in  Jefferson  v.  Bishop  of 
Durham,  that  Lord  Coke  was  not  justified  in  the 
extent  to  which  he  carried  this  doctrine ;  and  though 
that  case  in  point  of  actual  decision,  merely  esta- 
blishes that  the  Court  of'  Common  Pleas  has  no 
power  to  issue  an  original  writ  of  prohibition  to 
restrain  a  bishop  from  committing  waste  in  the  pos- 
sessions of  his  see*  at  the  suit  of  an  uninterested 
person :  yet  it  may  be  gathered  as  the  opinion  of  the 
learned  persons  who  determined  it,  and  appears  to 
be  fairly  deduced  in  argument,  that  no  court  of  com- 
mon law,  has  the  power  of  issuing  this  writ  against 
any  ecclesiastical  person,  but  that  it  can  only  issue 
out  of  Chancery. 

The  parson  has  a  fee  simple,  qualified  and  under 
restrictions,  in  right  of  his  church :  but  he  cannot 
do  every  thing  that  a  private  owner  of  the  inherit- 
ance can.  IJe  may  cut  down  timber  for  the  re- 
pairs of  the  parsonage  house  or  chancel :  if  it  is  the 
cujstom  of  the  country,  he  may  cut  down  underwood 
for  any  purpose,  but  if  he  grubs  it  up  it  is  waste. 
He  may  cut  timbei"  for  repairing  old  pews  that  be- 
long to  the  rectory,  and  he  is  entitled  to  botes  for 
repairing  bams  and  outhouses  belonging  to  the  par- 
sonage (a).  But  he  cannot  cut  down  timber  for 
any  other  purpose,  nor  can  he  open  mines,  though 
he  may  work  mines  already  open.  A  Bishop 
even  cannot  open  mines,  in  the  possessions  of  his 
see.     X^rd  Hardwicke  mentioned  an  application 


(a)  2  Atk.  216. 
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made  to  parliament  by  Talbot,  Bishop  of  Dur-  Ptrsomfor 
ham,  to  be  enabled  to  open  mines,  which  was  re-  ^^^m^w^** 

fused  (a).  junctions 

It  has  been  before  alluded  to,  as  a  point  which  has  ^^^      

been  much  discussed,  how  far  ecclesiastical  persons,  Ecclesi- 
are  bound  specifically  to  apply,  the  timber  cut  for  ^^^^' 
the  purpose  of  repairs,  towards  the  actual  repairs  bound  speci- 
for  which  it  was  wanted.    Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  apply  timber 
opinion  tliat  they  were  not  so  restricted  (11) ;  and  ^"f  "*'  '^ 
Lord  Eldon  has  observed,  that  it  would  defeat  the 
general  intention  of  the  law,  that  the  possessions  of 
the  church  should  tend  to  the  maintenance  of  the 
church;  if  ecclesiastical  bodies  were  compellable  in 
every  instance  to  apply  the  identical  timber,  by  re- 
moving it  from  the  most  distant  parts  of  the  country 
in  which  it  might  happen  that  their  property  lay  (c). 
And  in  a  very  recent  case,  the  same  doctrine  was 
distinctly  laid  down  by  Sir  T.  Plumer  (ei). 

A  court  of  equity  frequently  interposes  by  in-,  jn  what 
junction  against  the  rector,  at  the  suit  of  the  patron,  ^®^  V°"ai 
to  stay  waste  (e) .     Lord  Hardwicke  also  observed,  interpose 
that  injunctions  have  been  granted  to  stay  wiBte,  at  EtiS 
tlie  instance  of  the  Attorney-general,  on  behalf  of  persons, 
the  crown,  the  patron  of  bishops  (f).    And  though 


(fl)  Amb.  176. 

{b)  Amb.  176. 
^  {c)  Wither  v.  Dean,  kc.  of  Winchester,  d  Mmrir.  426^    £t  vide 
Attorney-general  o.  Geary,  ib.  522. 

((0  Herring  v.  Dean,  &€.  of  St.  Paul's,  2  Wils;  Ch.  Rep.  1. 

{e)  Bradley  v.  Strachy,  Barnard.  Ch.  Rep.  399.  fi  Atk.  217. 
1  B.  &  P.  115.  n.    Knight  v,  Moseley,  Amb.  176.    >• 

(/)Amb.  176« 
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it  has  been  said,  t^iat  no  precedent  could  be  found 
for  this  (a),  yet  the  doctrine  has  been  recognized 
both  by  Lord  Eldon  (4)  and  Mr.  Justice  Heath  (c). 
So  Deans  and  Chapters,  it  should  seem,  may  be 
restrained  by  injunction  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown ; 
but  not  at  the  application  of  a  person  having  no  in- 
terest; and  therefore  where  a  lessee  filed  a  bill  to 
restrain  the  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Winchester  from 
cutting  timber,  Lord  Eldon  was  of  opinion,  that  ex- 
cept so  far  as  he  might  derive  any  right  or  interest 
under  agreement,  he  was  clearly  an  uninterested 
stranger,  and  dissolved  an  injunction  which  had  been 
obtained  by  him  (rf). 

Lord  Thurlow,  though  not  without  great  hesita- 
tion, granted  an  injunction  at  the  instance  of  a  pa- 
troness, against  the  widow  of  the  deceased  rector^  who 
was  committing  waste.  In  opposition  to  the  motion^ 
it  was  contended,  that  where  a  party  applies  for  an 
injunction,  it  was  absolutely  necessary  previously  to 
establish  a  title  to  the  premises  in  question,  and  that 
the  patron  could  not  show  the  requisite  title,  having 
nothing  more  than  a  right  of  patronage,  the  fee 
simple  being  in  abeyance  during  the  vacancy.  In 
this  case  the  diocesan,  ordinary^  and  churchwardens 
(who  were  sequestrators),  were  made  co-plaintifis ; 
but  it  was  contended  by  the  counsel  in  support  of 
the  injunction,  and  seems  to  have  been  admitted 
by  the  court,  that  this  was  unnecessary,  and  that 


(a\  1  B,  &  P.  116. 
(fr)  S  Meriv,  4k27. 

(c)  1  B.  &  P.  13L 

(d)  Wither  v.  Dean  and  Chapter  of  Winchester,  3  Meriv.  4i2h 
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the  plaintiff  as  patroness  had  in  herself  sufficient  Persons/or 

nght  {a).  tvhom% 

A  bill  of  this  nature  ought  not  to  pray  an  account,  junction 
as  the  patron  is  not  entitled  to  any  profits  from  the 
living  (6). 

Before  the  disabling  statutes  bishops  had  a  very 
extensive  right  of  cutting  timber,  and  consequently 
of  granting  leases  without  impeachment  of  waste. 
.  There  are  two  instances  of  injunctions  granted 
against  such  tenants,  not  on  the  ground  of  the 
want  of  right  in  the  bishops  to  grant  such  leases, 
but  in  consequence  of  the  unconscientious  use  which 
the  tenants  were  making  of  their  power  to  commit 
waste  (c). 

{a)  Hoskins  o.  Featherstone,  2  Bro.  C«  C.  552. 
(5)  Amb.  176. 

(c)  Bishop  of  London  ».  Webb,  1  P.  W.  527.    Bishop  of  Wm- 
chester*8  case,  cit.  2  Freem*  SB* 
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CHAPTER  IX- 

Of  Decrees  for  Accotmt  and  Satis/action  of  Waste :  th$ 
Application  (fTmber  accidentally  severed  or  directed 
hy  the  Court  to  hefeUedt 

As  the  doctrine  respecting  the  Practice  of  courts 
of  equity  in  the  granting,  continuing,  and  dissolving 
injunctions  to  stay  waste  is  collected  in  a  subsequent 
part  of  this  Treatise ;  the  present  chapter  will  only 
contain  the  consideration  of  that  jurisdiction  which 
is  exercised  in  decreeing  an  Account  and  Satisfaction 
of  waste  committed,  and  some  minor  points  of  pf  ac^ 
tice  connected  with  the  subject. 

In  all  those  cases  in  which  a  bill  for  an  inaction 
will  lie,  the  courts  of  equity,  upon  the  principle  of 
preventing  multiplicity  of  suits,  will  give  an  account 
of  and  satisfaction  for  waste  already  committed. 
Lord  Plardwicke,  in  one  case  alluding  to  this  juris* 
diction,  observed,  that  as  in  bills  for  account  of 
assets,  &c.,  which  originally  were  bills  for  discovery, 
without  which  an  account  could  not  be  had,  the 
court,  in  order  to  make  a  complete  decree,  gave  the 
party  his  debt  likewise ;  in  ]dke  manner  upon  bills 
for  injunctions,  a  court  of  equity,  in  order  to  give 
complete  relief,  gave  the  party  an  account  and  sa« 
tisfaction  for  the  waste  committed,  without  obliging 
him  to  bring  an  action  at  law,  as  well  as  a  bill  in 
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.equity  (a).     This  doctripe  is  clearly  established  Account. 
where  the  account  prayed  is  consequential  to  the  in-  ' 

junction^  but  how  far  a  court  of  equity  will  give  an 
account  of  waste  committed,  and  decree  satisfaction^ 
where  that  relief  is  not  consequential  to  an  injunc* 
tion,  is  a  point  upon  which  the  authorities  are  much 
at  variance. 

In  the  case  of  mines  and  collieries,  which  are  looked  Account 
upon  in  equity  as  a  species  of  trade, ,  a  decree  for  an  Oieprofito  of 
account  of  profits  has  been  frequently  made,  although  ?^®*l"^" 
no  injunction  has  been  prayed  by  the  bill  (b).    This  injunction 
relief,  however,  is  the  same  as  the  account  given  by  P'^y®^ 
a  court  of  equity  of  rents  and  profits,  and  cannot  be 
maintained  upon  a  mere  legal  title  (c). 

The  question  upon  which  the  dicta  and  authorities  Qusere 
are  much  at  variance  is,  whether  a  biQ  will  lie  merely  J^b'er. 
for  an  account  of  timber  cut,  and  not  as  consequential 
to  an  injunction?  In  the  case  of  Jesus  College  v. 
Bloom,  which  was  a  bill  for  an  account  and  satis- 
faction of  waste  in  cutting  down  trees  brought 
against  an  assignee  of  the  lessee,  after  an  assign* 
ment  of  the  term,  for  waste  done  before  assignment. 
Lord  Hardwicke  expressed  himself,  to  be  clearly 
of  opinion,  that  a  bill  could  not  be  brought,  for  an 
account  of  waste,  mihout  at  the  same  time  praying  tm 
ujjvmction :  that  the  ground  of  coming  into  the  courts 
^as  to  stay  waste }  not  by  way  of  saH^action  for  the 


{a)  S  Atk.  263.    Redes.  Tr.  96.  n. 

\h)  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Knight^  1  P.  W.  406.  Story  v. 
Lrord  Windsor,  2  Atk.  630.  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom,  S  Atk.  264. 
Amb.  54.    Pulten^y.v.  Warren,  6  Vcs.  89. 

(c)  Sayer  v.  Pierce,  I  Vcs,  232. 
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Account.  damage,  but  by  way  of  prevention  of  the  wrong ;  and 
^■~""  that  the  account  was  afterwards  granted,  only  on  the 
maxim,  of  preventmg  multiplicity  of  suits.  The  bill 
was  accordingly  dismissed  with  codts.  In  a  subse-* 
quent  case  (a),  Lord  Hardwicke  made  the  same 
distinction.  He  said,  that  after  the  estate  of  the 
lessee  was  determined,  and  a  new  lessee  is  in  pos^ 
session,  a  person,  merely  for  an  account  iof  timber 
felled  by  way  of  wrong,  could  not  come  into  a  court 
of  equity.  But  where  the  person  continues  in  pos- 
session, and  consequently  in  a  condition  of  commit^ 
ting  more  waste,  there  a  person  is  proper  to  come 
into  equity  for  an  injunction  to  stay  waste.  And 
he  said,  **  though  the  plaintifis  have  not  actually 
moved  for  an  injunction,  they  might  reserve  that 
relief  till  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  if  they  thought 
proper ;  and  I  am  of  opinion  it  is  incident  to  their 
estate,  and  they  are  entitled  to  an  account'  of  such 
waste/'  It  seems  also,  although  his  lordship  has  never 
had  occasioti  to  enter  very  minutely  into  the  subject, 
that  Lord  Eldon  entertains  the  same  opinion  (b). 

On  the  other  hand,  in  the  case  of  Whitfield  v. 
!Qewit(c),  the  tenant  for  life  in  possession  having 
cut  down  and  sold  timber,  and  threatened  to  open 
mines ;  upon  a  bill  for  an  account  of  the  timber^  and 
for  an  injunction  to  stay  opening  the  mines,  it  was 
objected  that  trover  would  lie  at  law.  Lord  Maccles- 
field, however,  s%id  that  it  might  be  very  necessary 
for  the  party  who  had  the  inheritance  to  bring  his 


(a)  Smith  v.  Cooke^  3  Atk.  38L 

(4)  6  Ves.  89.    Grierson  v.  Eyre,  9  Ves.  346. 

(c)  2P.W.S4a 
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bill,  as  it  might  be  impossible  for  him  to  discover  Account. 
the  value  of  the  timber,  it  being  in  possession  of 
and  cut  down  by  the  tenant  for  life. 

The  case  of  Garth  v.  Cotton  is  a  remarkable  in- 
stance of  a  bill  for  an  account  of  waste,  in  which 
no  injunction  was  prayed :  and  though  it  differs  in 
some  respects  from  the  case  of  Jesus  College  v. 
Bloom,  yet  the  mode  in  which  Lord  Hardwicke 
endeavoured  to  avoid  the  authority  of  his  own  de- 
termination in  that  case,  cannot  be  buL considered 
as  a  blemish  to  that  celebrated  judgment ;  as  the 
two  cases  will,  upon  exatnination,  be  found  to  be 
perfectly  reconcileable.  The  bill  in  Garth  t?.  Cotton 
was  filed  by  a  contingent  remainder  man,  who  had 
come  into  possession  long  after  the  waste  committed, 
against  the  remainder  man  in  fee,  for  an  account  of 
timber  which  he  had  cut  in  collusion  with  the  tenant 
for  life,  who  was  the  plaintiff's  father.  One  of  the 
objections  to  the  relief  prayed  was,  that  though  a 
bill  might  have  been  maintained,  for  an  injunction 
and  account,  by  the  trustees  to  support  contingent 
remainders,  yet  it  did  not  follow  that  a  bill  could 
afterwards  be  brought  for  an  account  only ;  it  Was  / 
said,  that  the  jurisdiction  to  decree  an  account  of 
the  value  of  timber,  was  only  incident  and  con- 
comitant to  the  jurisdiction  of  granting  an  injunc- 
tion, and  the  case  of  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom  was 
cited.  Lord  Hardwicke,  however,  after  admitting 
that  the  general  run  of  the  cases,  was  of  bills  for  an 
injunction,  as  being  most  remedial  to  the  party,  ob- 
served, that  it  did  not  afford  a  conclusive  argument 
that  a  bill  for  an  account  could  not  be  maintained 
without  praying  an  injunction.     Speaking  of  Jesus 

r 
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Accfmni.       College  V.  Bloom^  his  Lordship  observed,  "  at  the 

hearing  of  the  cause  I  doubted  (amongst  other 
things)  whether  such  a  biQ  in  equity  was  maintain- 
able without  praying  an  injunction  to  stay  waste,, 
and  it  stood  over  to  another  day  to  produce  pre- 
cedents ;  none  were  produced,  and  the  bill  was  dis- 
missed without  costs  (a) :  but  the  point  was  not  ab- 
solutely determined,  nor  was  that  the  only  ground 
of  the  dismissal  (&),  but  I  was  of  opinion,  that  at  the 
utmost  it  was  in  the  discretion  of  the  court;  and  if 
the  college  had  a  right,  they  might  clearly  bring  an 
action  of  trover  at  common  law,  and  it  being  a 
matter  of  small  value,  I  did  not  think  fit  to  counte- 
nance such  bills  in  this  court  after  the  lease  expired/^ 

His  Lordship,  however,  afterwards  proceeded  to 
draw  what,  it  is  submitted,  is  the  true  line  of  distinc- 
tion between  these  cases ;  he  said,  that  the  case  be- 
fore him  was  different  from  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom 
in  all  its  circumstances,  and  particularly  as  it  was 
admitted  that  the  plaintiff,  though  greatly  damnified, 
could  have  no  remedy  at  law :  that  this  was  the  sub- 
stantial difference. 

There  still  remains  a  very  important  case  (c)  be- 
fore Lord  Thurlow,  in  which  this  distinction  was  not 
attended  to,  and  which  carries  the  doctrine  of  ac- 
count  to  a  great  extent.  In  one  circumstance  indeed 
it  differed  from  the  case  of  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom, 
as  it  was  a  bill  against  a  tenant  for  life,  who  had 

(a)  This  was  not  so.    Vide  the  report  in  Mr.  Sanders's  edition. 
(6)  These  observations  are  not  warranted  by  the  reports  of  that 
case. 

(c)  Lee  V.  Alston,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  194.  3  Bro.  C.  C.  37."  1  Vcs. 

jun.  78. 
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committed  the  waste,  and  who  was  still  in  possession ;  AccauM. 
whereas  in  Jesus  College  v.  Bloom  the  tenancy  was  ^ 
determined.  It  might  therefore  perhaps  be  con* 
sidered  in  some  respects  as  a  case  more  proper  for 
a  court  of  equity.  But  it  resembled  that  case 
in  the  broad  fact  of  the  plaintiff  having  a  legal  re- 
medy. Lord  Thurlow  observed,  that  although  it 
was  an  extreme  hardship,  that  parties  should  be  put 
to  such  an  expense  where  there  was  a  clear  legal 
remedy:  yet  where  a  bill  relates  to  the  cutting 
of  timber,  it  had  always  been  laid  down  that  the 
plaintiff  has  a  right  to  the  account ;  and  accordingly 
a  decree  was  made  for  an  account  {a).  When  the 
cause  afterwards  came  on  upon  the  Master's  report. 
Lord  Thurlow  said,  '*  the  admission  in  the  answer 
that  some  had  been  wrongfully  cut,  gives  a  right  to 
-an  account/'  And  again,  ^^  my  present  opinion  is, 
that  if  any  timber  has  been  cut  down  from  the  estate 
where  there  was  no  right  to  cut  any,  that  circum- 
stance gives  a  right  to  an  account.  If  you  can 
make  out,  that  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  come  here, 
but  ought  to  be  left  to  law,  I  will  turn  round  her 
bUl  because  she  has  not  brought  an  action :  but  I 
thought  the  circumstaiice  of  timber  being  wrong- 
fully cut  down  entitled  her  to  the  account ;  as  in 
the  case  of  a  bailiff;  if  a  man  enters  upon  another's 
lands  and  makes  money  of  his  property,  he  will  be 
considered  as  a  bailiff,  and  must  account  (&)•" 

The  cases  are  not  less  contradictory  upon  the  ap-  Account 

against  as- 
(a)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  194>.    The  author  finds,  on  refeience  to  the  *®^' 
register's  book,  b.  1782.  fol*  583.  that  an  injunction  was  not 

prayed. 

{h)  1  Ves.  jun.  78.    S  Bro.  C.  C,37. 
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Account, 


No  account 
in  equity 
against 
assets  for 
legal  waste. 


ptication  of  this  doctrine,  as  .against  the  assets  of  a 
person  deceased,  who  has  committed  waste.  Lord 
Cowper,  in  the  Bishop  of  Winchester  «;.  Knight  (a), 
is  reported  to  have  said,  "  it  would  be  a  reproach  to 
equity  to  say,  where  a  man  has  taken  my  property, 
as  my  ore  or  timber ^  and  disposed  of  it  in  his  life- 
time .  and  dies,  that  in  this  case  I  must  be  without 
remedy."  There  is  another  determination  of  his 
Lordship,  which  shows  his  opinion  that  a  blQ  would 
lie  in  most  cases  for  an  account  against  the  assets  of 
a  person  who  had  committed  waste.  Upon  a  bill 
brought  against  the  executors  of  a  jointress  to  have 
a  satisfaction  out  of  assets  for  pefTnissive  waste;  he 
dismissed  the  bill  on  the  ground  of  there  being  no 
covenant  that  the  jointress  should  keep  the  jointured 
premises  in  good  repair.  And  he  added,  that  in 
the  common  case,  without  some  particular  circum- 
stances, there  is  no  remedy  in  law  or  equity  for 
permissive  waste  after  the  death  of  the  particular 
tenant  (i). 

This  doctrine  of  Lord  Cowper  is,  however,  laid 
down  too  extensively:  there  is  no  instance  of  a  de- 
cree against  assets  for  an  account  of  legal  waste. 
The  remedy  in  this  case  is  by  an  action  at  law,  as 
was  so  ably  explained  by  Lord  Mansfield,  in  the  case 
of  Hambly  v.  Trott(c).  "  Where  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  a  tort,  or  arises  ea^  delicto ;  if  it  is  a  sort  of 
injury  by  which  the  offender  acquires  no .  gaiin  to 
himself  at  the  expense  of  the  sufferer,  the  action  dies 


(fl)  1  P.  W,  407. 

(6)  Turner  v.  Buck,  22  Vin.  Ab.  529. 

(c)  Cowp.  376.    . 
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with  the  person :  but  where,  besides  the  crime,  pro-  Account. 
perty  is  acquired  which  benefits  the  testator,  thiere 
an  action  for  the  value  of  the  property  shsJOi  survive 
against  the  executor.  As  for  instance,  the  executor 
shall  not  be  chargeable  for  the  injury  done  by 
his  testator  in  cutting  down  another  man's  trees; 
but  for  the  benefit  arising  to  his  testator  for  the 
value  or  sale  of  the  trees,  he  shall.  So  far  as  the 
tort  itself  goes,  an  executor  shall  not  be  liable,  but 
so  far  as  the  act  of  the  offender  is  beneficial,  his 
assets  ought  to  be  answerable,  and  his  executor  shall 
be  charged." 

We  may  here  again  notice  the  justice  of  Lord  Account 
Hardwicke's  observation  in  Garth  v.  Cotton,  that  the  a£ete  in  ♦ 
substantial  difference  is,  that  a  court  of  equity  gives  'espect  of 
the  relief  by  decree  for  an  account,  where  the  plaintiff  waste. 
can  have  no  remedy  at  law :  and  it  was  upon  this 
principle  that  the  decree  in  that  case  was  granted 
against  the  assets  of  the  remainder  man  in  fee,  who 
had  died  during  the  progress  of  the  cause.     So  also 
in  the  case  of  the  Marquis  of  Lansdowne  v.  Marchio- 
ness of  Lansdowne  (a).  Sir  T.  Plumer  overruled  a 
demurrer  to  a  bill  for  an  account  of  equitable  waste 
brought  against  the  representatives  of  the  late  Mar- 
quis of  Lansdowne,  who  was  tenant  for  life  without 
impeachment  of  waste.     His  Honour  said  that  he 
decided  the  cose  upon  the  broad  principle,  that 
where  equitable  waste  has  been  committed,  which- 
never  could  have  been  authorised,  the  court  has 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  representatives  of  the  party 
committing  such  waste  accountable.    That  as  at  Jaw 

{a)  1  Mad.  Rep,  116. 
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if  legal  waste  be  committed  and  the  party  dies,  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received  lies  against  his 
representative,  so  upon  the  same  principle,  in  causes 
of  equitable  waste  the  party  must,  through  his  re- 
presentatives, refund  in  respect  of  the  wrong  he  has 
done. 

In  taking  an  account  in  equity  of  timber  cut,  the 
proceeding  is  different  from  the  remedy  at  law.  In 
an  action  the  plaintiff  would  obtain  the  actual  value 
of  the  timber  j  in  equity,  unless  there  is  some  special 
circumstance  to  vary  the  terms  of  it,  the  account 
is  given  only  of  the  money  actually  received  (a). 


Timber  se- 
▼ered  from 
the  inherit- 
ance. 


Wherever  timber  is  blown  down  by  accident  or 
cut  down  by  the  tort  of  a  stranger,  or  of  the  tenant 
for  life,  the  owner  of  the  first  vested  estate  of  in- 
heritance  has  the  benefit  of  it  (li).  Two  remark- 
able instances  of  windfalls  are  mentioned  on  the 
Cavendish  property,  and  at  Welbeck,  (which  are 
not  in  print),  where  this  point  was  determined. 

If,  however,  the  person  entitled  to  the  first  estate 
of  inheritance  is  precluded  by  his  own  acts  from 
taking,  the  produce  of  the  timber  must  be  laid  up 
to  the  uses  of  the  settlement.  Thus  if  the  tim- 
ber be  cut,  by  that  species  of  collusion  which  took 


(a)  1  Ves.  jun.  82. 

(A)  Whitfield  v.  Bewit,  2  P.  W.  240.  Bewick  v.  Whitfield, 
3  P.  W.  267.  Rolt  V.  Lord  Somerville,  2  Eq.  Ab.  759.  Garth  v. 
Cotton,  1  Dick.  203. 
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place  in  Garth  v.  Cotton,  he  shall  not  have  the  be-  Property  in 

nefitofit  W^'^ 

A  question  of  this  nature  arose  in  the  cause  of  i 

Williams  'v.  Duke  of  Bolton  (a).  The  Duke  was 
tenant  for  life^  with  contingent  remainders  to  his 
children,  with  remainder  to  Mrs*  Ord  for  life,  with 
remainder  to  her  first  and  other  sons  in  tail,  with 
remainder  to  the  Duke  in  fee.  The  Duke  being 
thus  tenant  for  life  in  possession,  and  having  also 
the  first  vested  estate  of  inheritance,  while  the  con- 
tingent estates  were  in  expectancy,  cut  down  tim- 
ber: and  the  question  was  to  whom  the  timber 
should  belong.  Lord  Thurlow  observed,  that  if 
any  other  person,  entitled  in  remainder  to  an  estate 
of  inheritance,  had  been  in  being  at  the  time,  the 
law  would  have  thrown  the  timber  on.  that  remain- 
der :  but  he  was  of  opinion,  that,  although  the  Duke 
had  a  vested  remainder,  yet  as  it  was  not  competent 
for  him  to  cut  down  the  timber  in  respect  of  his  life 
estate,  he  could  not  take  advantage  (in  respect  of 
his  estate  in  remainder)  of  his  own  wrong. 

In  this  case  after  the  waste  committed,  Mrs.  Ord, 
the  second  tenant  for  life^  had  a  son  born,  who  be- 
came tenant  in  tail  under  the  limitations:  Lord 
Thurlow  was  of  opinion,  that  though  he  took  an 
estate  tail,  yet  that  it  was  subject  to  be  devested  by  a 
subsequent  estate  of  a  child  of  the  Duke's  coming  in 
esse:  that  the  timber  was  part  of  the  realty;  by  an 
accident  (as  to  all  but  the  Duke,  whom  his  Lordship 
barred),  it  was  severed  from  the  realty :  it  became 
in  its  nature  personalty,  but  yet  bound,  as  far  as  it 

(a)  Reported  as  to  this,  1  Cox,  72.    3  P.  W.  368.  n. 
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Property  in   could  be  SO,  to  the  uses  of  the  realty.    His  Lordship 
vered.  •   '     directed,  that  until  it  should  be  seen  whether  the 

Duke  should  have  a  child,  the  produce  should  be 

paid  into  court  with  interest,  at  4  per  cent,  to  ac- 
cumulate for  the  benefit  of  such  person  as  should 
appear  at  the  death  of  the  Duke  to  have  title  to  it, 
with  liberty  for  any  person  to  apply  by  petition. 
; .  The  Duke  having  died  in  lyQ*,  without  having 
had  a  son,  the  husband  of  Mrs.  Ord,  as  administrator 
<]ff  the  child  (who  died  shortly  after  its  birth),  pre- 
s^liti^  a  petition  to  have  the  money  paid  to  him : 
Lord:  jRosslyn  directed  a  bill  to  be  filed,  to  which  a 
secbiid  son  of  Mrs.  Ord,  who  was  then  tenant  in  tall 
of  the  -estate,  and  the  Duke's  executrix,  were  de- 
fendants.' Lord  Rosslyn  observed,  that  where  it  was  a 
m6r«  casualty  there  was  no  equity  to  take  it  from  the 
person  who  |iad  the  legal  title.  When  the  timber  was 
cut,  :at  lawi  the  Duke  would  have  taken,  being  the 
first  :awner  of  the  inheritance,  but  the  court  very 
properly  held  that  he  should  not  by  a  fraud  upon 
the  settlement,  which  made  him  tenant  for  life,  gain 
that'  advantage  to  himself  in  his  reversion  in  fee. 
Considering  it  as  a  wrong  upon  the  settlement,  it 
-was  proper  that  such  part  of  the  property  as  by  the 
fraud  had  been  taken  from  the  settlement,  should  be 
restored  to  the  settlement  (a). 

;  It  was  contended  in  a  prior  case,  that  the  rule  that 

timjbep  blown  down  or  cut  belonged  to  the  owner  of 

the  .'first,  estate  of  inheritance,  was  only  adopted  ex 

necessitak,:3nd  did  not  apply  where  the  whole  legal 

:fee  was  in  trustees,  who  were  trustees  for  all  tihe 

.'      {a)  Powlett  V.  Duchess  of  Bolton,  3  Ves.  374. 
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different  owners  of  the  equitable  estate  in  remainder.  Property  in 
Lord  Thurlow,  however,  did  not  think  it  necessary  ,J^^^  *^* 

to  enter  into  that  question.     That  was  a  devise  of 

real  estates  to  A.  and  B.  and  their  heirs,  to  the 
use  of  them  and  their  heirs ;  in  trust  to  permit  C.  to 
receive  the  rents  and  profits  for  life,  and  after  her 
decease  to  stand  seized  of  the  premises,  in  trust  for 
the  second  son  of  D.  and  the  heirs  male  of  his  body, 
remainder  in  trust  for  the  third,  fourth,  and  other 
soils  of  D.  in  tail  male;  remainder  in  trust  for  E. 
for  life  without  impeachment  of  waste,  remainder  to 
trustees  to  preserve,  &c.  remainder  to  the  first  and 
othdr  sons  of  E.  in  tail  male,  &c.  with  a  proviso, 
that  in  case  there  should  not  be  a  second  son  of  D. 
at  the  time  of  the  death  of  C.  then  until  such  second 
son  should  be  born,  the  said  trustees  should  pay 
the  rents  and  profits  to  such  person  as  was  next  in 
remainder,  and  should  be  entitled  to  receive  the 
same,  in  case  no  such  son  should  be  born.  During 
the  time  that  the  first  tenant  for  life  was  in  pos- 
session a  considerable  quantity  of  timber  had  been 
felled,  the  produce  of  which  was  by  consent  laid  out 
in  3  per  cents,  without  prejudice  to  the  question 
who  should  be  entitled  to  it.  It  was  contended,  on 
the  authority  of  Williams  v.  the  Puke  of  Bolton, 
that  it  ought  to  go  to  the  trustees  to  accumulate  in 
their  hands  until  it  should  be  seen  whether  D.  had 
a  second  son,  who  would  in  that  case  be  entitled 
to  the  value  of  the  timber,  as  having  a  prior  estate 
of  inheritance  to  the  plaintiff.  Lord  Thurlow,  how- 
ever, said  that  in  Williams  v.  the  Duke  of  Bolton 
he  had  proceeded  entirely  on  the  ground,  that  the 
wrong  doer  should  not  take  advantage  of  his  own 
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wrong ;  but  that  there  were  very  particular  clauses 
in  this  will,  upon  which  the  whole  turned,  especially 
that  clause  which  provided  that  until  there  should 
be  bom  a  second  son  of  D.  the  trustees  should  pay 
the  rents  and  profits  to  such  person  as  was  next  in 
remainder,  &c.  That  the  produce  of  this  timber 
must  go  where  the  testator  had  directed  the  inter- 
mediate rents  and  profits  to  go.  If  indeed  this 
quousque  clause  had  been  out  of  the  way,  he  should 
have  thought  the  case  would  have  borne  a  very  dif- 
ferent consideration  (a). 


Timber 
directed  to 
be  felled. 


It  frequently  happens,  in  estates  where  the  tenant 
in  possession  is  impeachable  for  waste,  that  there  is 
a  quantity  of  timber  which  is  fit  to  be  cut,  and  in 
danger  of  running  into  decay.  A  modern  (b)  prac- 
tice has  arisen  in  these  cases,  according  to  which  the 
court  directs  the  timber  to  be  cut,  and  the  produce 
to  be  applied  under  its  direction.  This  is  usually 
done,  by  laying  out  the  money  in  the  purchase  of 
lands,  to  be  settled  according  to  the  uses  to  which 
the  estate  is  limited  (c).  In  one  case,  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  all  the  parties  interested,  the  money  was 
laid  out  to  defiray  the  expenses  of  an  inclosure  (i/)« 


(a)  Dare  v.  Hopkins,  2  Cox,  110. 
(8)  16  Ves.  182. 

(c)  Mildmay  v.  MDdmay,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  76. 
pole,  17  Ves.  150. 

(d)  Osborne  v.  Osborne^  19  Ves.  423. 


Delapole  o.  Dela- 
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In  others  the  produce  is  left  to  remain  in  money,  Timber 
and  the  interest  of  it  is  paid  to  the  tenant  for  life  (a),  be  felled. 

Where  estates  are  in  the  possession  of  infants  or 

lunatics,  it  frequently  becomes  necessary  to  cut 
timber;  and  in  some  well  timbered  estates,  where 
the  timber  makes  a  part  of  the  general  annual  rental, 
Lord  Thurlow  declared  that  it  would  even  be  a 
breach  of  duty,  not  to  manage  it  in  the  usual  man- 
ner. In  all  cases  in  which,  under  the  direction  of 
the  court,  property  of  one  species  is  applied  for  the 
benefit  of  an  infant  to  property  of  another  nature,  an 
express  provision  is  inserted  in  the  order,  that  if  the 
infant  shall  not  attain  the  age  at  which  he  wiU  have 
a  disposeable  power,  the  property  so  converted  shall 
retain  its  original  nature  (6). 

This  provision,  as  observed  by  Lord  Eldon,  in 
Ware  ».  Polhill,  is  only  a  declaration  of  the  pre- 
^xistent  right,  so  to  have  the  property  secured ;  and 
if  the  order  were  made  without  it,  it  would  be  of 
course  to  reform  it.  And  though  it  has  been  fre* 
quently  said  that  where  a  person  has  been  acting 
bondjide  for  a  lunatic  or  an  infant,  without  any  in*' 
tention  to  prefer  either  representative,  there  is  no 
equity  between  the  representatives  after  the  death 
of  such  lunatic  or  infant  (c) :  yet  we  shall  see  that 


(fl)  Lewis  V.  Cray,  cit.  19  Ves,  423.  Osborne  v.  Osborne,  ib. 
Wickham  v.  Wickham,  Coop.  288.  19  Ves.  419. 

{h)  Ashburton  v.  Ashburton,  6  Ves.  6.  Ware  v.  Polhill,  11  Yes. 
278. 

{c)  Inwood  V,  Twyne>  2  Eden,   148.     Ex-parte  Bromfield, 

1  Yes.  jun.  453.  3  Bro.  C.  C.  510.  2  Dick.  762.    Ex  parte  Grim- 
stone,  Amb.  706.    Oxendon  v.  Lord  Compton,  4  Bro»  C.C.  231. 

2  Yes.  jun.  69. 
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Timber  in  the  case  of  an  infant  at  least,*  his  property,  as  be- 
befdled.  ^      tween  his  representatives,  will  not  be  considered  as 

•  converted  in  consequence  of  the  improper  conduct 

of  the  guardian,  in  not  providing  according  to  the 
practice  of  the  court.  Though  the  law  remains  as 
it  was,  where  a  stranger  has  cut  down  the  infant's 
or  lunatic's  timber  tortiously,  in  which  case  it  will 
be  considered  as  a  windfall,  and  that  the  representa- 
tives have  no  equity  to  take  it  otherwise  than  it  was 
at  the  infant's  or  lunatic's  death  (a).  ^    • 

Distinction  The  distinction  in  the  application  of  this  doctrine 
estates  of  *^  ^^  property  of  infants  and  lunatics  has  been  fully 
infants  and     explained  in  a  recent  case  by  Lord  Eldon  (i).     "  In 

the  case  of  an  infant,"  observed  his  Lordship,  "  the 
Lord  Chancellor  is  acting  as  the  Court  of  Chancery ; 
not  so  in  lunacy,  but  under  a  special  separate  com- 
mission from  the  crown,  authorising  him  to  take 
care  of  the  property,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the 
lunatic.  In  the  case  of  the  infant  it  is  settled,  that 
as  a  trustee  out  of  court  cannot  change  the  nature 
of  the  property,  so  the  court,  which  is  only  a  trustee, 
must  act  as  the  trustee  out  of  court  \  and  finding 
that  a  change  will  be  for  the  benefit  of  the  infant, 
must  so  deal  with  it  as  not  to  affect  the  powers  of 
the  infant  over  his  property  even  during  his  infancy;, 
when  he  has  powers  over  one  species  of  property 
and  not  over  the  other.  It  may  be  for  the  benefit 
of  an  infant  in  many  cases  that  money  shoidd  be- 
laid out  in  land,  if  he  should  live  to  become  adult ; 
but  if  not,  it  is  a  great  prejudice  to  him ;  taking 

(fl)  1  Ves.  jun.  i262. 

(i).  Ex-parte  Phillips,  19  Ves.  118. 
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away  his  dominion  by  the  power  of  disposition  he  Timber 
has  over  personal  property  so  long  before  he  has  ^^f^^^ 

it  over  real  estate.    The  court,  therefore,  with  re-  

ference  to  his  situation,  even  during  infancy,  as  to 
his  powers  over  property,  works  the  change  not  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  but  with  this  qualification, 
that  if  he  lives  he  may  take  it  as  real  estate ;  but 
without  prejudice  to  his  right  over  it  during  infancy 
as  perspnal  property. 

^'VA  lunatic  stands  quite  on  a  different  footing, 
as  the  instant  of  a  lucid  interval  he  has  precisely  the 
same  powers  of  disposition  over  one  species  of  pro- 
perty as  over  the  other,  in  different  modes  and  forms 
I  admit.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  acting  under  a  spe- 
cial commission  from  the  crown,  does  what  is  for 
his  benefit;  taking  the  advice  and  assistance  of  the 
presumptive  next  of  kin  and  heir,  as  to  the  manage- 
ment of  the  property  that  may  or  may  not  be  their 


own/' 


His  Lordship  in  that  case  mentioned  an  instance 
of  a  lunatic  seised  ex-parte  patemd  of  estate  A.  and 
ex-parte  matemd  of  estate  B.  the  latter  being  subject 
to  a  mortgage ;  and  timber  cut  upon  A.  having  been 
applied  in  discharge  of  a  mortgage  upon  B.  it  was 
on  a  question  between  the  heirs  held,  that  A.  was 
not  to  be  recouped. 
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CHAPTER  XL 

VimuncHons  to  stay  Purprestures  and  Nuisances. 

1^  jurisdiction  of  Courts  of  Equity  in  cases  of 

i\irpresture  and  Nuisance,  though  not  very  fre* 

^ntty  exercised,  is  undoubted.    It  is  founded  on 

Distinct  ^  fight  to  restrain  the  exercise  or  the  erection  of 

estotes'  tbat^  from  which  irreparable  damage  to  individuals, 

'va£Bnt3  ^  g,,gat  public  injury,  would  ensue  (a). 

purpresture^  or  more  properly  Pourpresture^  is 
^^"^  derived  from  the  French  word  pourprise,  and,  accord- 
ing to  Lord  Coke,  signifies  a  close  or  enclosure,  that 
is,  when  one  encroacheth,  or  makes  that  several  to 
himself  which  ought  to  be  common  to  many  (^).  It 
is  laid  down  by  all  the  old  writers,  that  it  might  be 
committed  either  against  the  king,  the  lord  of  the 
fee,  or  any  other  subject  (c) ;  but  in  its  common 
acceptation,  it  is  at  present  understood  to  mean  any 
encroachment  upon  the  king,  either  upon  part  of  the 
demesne  lands,  or  in  the  highways,  rivers,  harbours, 
or  streets  (rf). 

The  remedy  for  this  species  of  injury  is  either  by 
Information  of  intrusion  at  common  law,  or  by  In- 

(a)  3  Atk.  751.    Redes.  Tr.  117. 

(b)  2  Inst.  38. 

(c)  Skene  verbo,  Pourpresture,  and  see  the  references  in  Mr. 
Beames's  note  to  Glanville,  lib.  9.  c  11.  p.  239. 

(d)  2  Inst.  38. 272.  Spelm.  Gloss.  Purpresture,  Hale  de  Portibus 
Maris,  Harg.  Law  Tr.  84. 
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formation  at  the  suit  of  the  Attorney  General  in  Ofinjnnc- 
equity.  In  case  of  a  judgment  upon  an  informa-  *p^L^c^^^ 
tion  of  intrusion,  the  erection  complained  of,  whe-  *^et. 
ther  it  were  a  nuisance  or  not,  was  abated :  but 
upon  a  decree  upon  an  information  in  equity,  if  it 
appeared  to  be  a  purpresture,  without  being  at  the 
same  time  a  nuisance,  the  court  might  direct  an 
inquiry  whether  it  was  most  beneficial  to  the  crown 
to  abate  the  purpresture,  or  to  suffer  the  erections 
to  remain,  and  be  arrented  {a).  But  where  the  pur- 
presture was  also  a  nuisance,  this  could  not  be  done, 
for  the  crown  cannot  sanction  a  nuisance :  it  has  no 
right  to  use  its  title  to  the  soil  as  a  nuisance,  nor 
'to  place  upon  that  soil  what  will  be  a  nuisance  to 
the  crown's  subjects,  nor  give  such  right  to  its  as- 
signee {b).  There  are  accordingly  several  early 
cases  in  the  Exchequer,  some  of  which  are  noticed 
by  Lord  Hale  in  his  treatise  de  Portibus  MariSj  in 
which  purprestures,  which  were  also  nuisances,  had 
been  committed,  and  decrees  were  made  upon  the 
s^plication  either  of  the  attorney  general,  or  the 
grantees  of  the  crown,  to  abate  them  (c).  Upon  these 
authorities  the  Court  of  Exchequer  proceeded  in  the 
year  i79^>  where  the  defendants  had  erected  certain 

(a)  2  Anst,  606.  Redes.  Tr.  117.  There  is  an  incorrectness 
in  Callis's  reading  on  the  Statute  of  Sewers,  IT^.  where  he  states 
a  purpresture  to  be  that  species  of  offence  done  to  the  Idng  im- 
mediately, or  his  possessions,  which  if  done  to  a  subject  would  be 
a  nuisance. 

(I)  lb.  2  WilB.  Ch.  Rep.  101.  Rex  v.  Earl  Grosvenor,  2  Stark. 
N.  P.  C.  511. 

(c)  Attorney  General  v.  Philpot,  8  Car.  1.  cit.  Anst.  607.  City 
of  Bristol  V.  Morgan,  Hale  de  Portibus  Maris,  Harg.  Law  Tracts, 
81.    Town  of  Newcastle  v.  Johnson,  ib. 
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Ofinjuno- 
Uons  to  stay 
PurpreS' 
tures. 


PubUc 
NuiBance* 


buildings  between  high  and  low  water  mark  in  Ports- 
mouth Harbour,  so  as  both  to  prevent  the  boats  and 
vessels  from  sailing  over  the  spot,  or  mooring  there ; 
and  also  to  endanger  the  further  damage  of  the  har- 
bour, by  preventing  the  free  current  of  the  water  to 
carry  off  the  mud.  A  bill  was  filed,  prayiog,that 
the  defendant  might  be  restrained  from  making  laiiy 
further  erections,  and  that  those  migl^t  bft^iihitidb 
and  a  decree  was  made  accordingly  (a).  ^.ISltuiliiiitf 
thing  was  also  done  with  regard  to:  Briatiojb- JUb^ 
hour  (b);  and  an  injunction  was.Utely  gpaattdt 
ea:  parte  on  affidavits,  to  restrain  a  piupresture  and 
nuisance  upon  the  river  Thames  (c)* 

Upon  the  same  principle  is  the  case  mentioned  by 
Lord  Hardwicke,  of  an  information  by  the  attoraey 
general  to  restrain  the  stopping  up  a  highway  behind 
the  Royal  Exchange  (d). 

The  jurisdiction  in  these  cases  might  have  been 
supported  on  the  ground  of  PvhUc  Ntiisance^  even 
though  the  acts  complained  of  had  not  at  the  same 
time  been  purprestures :  the  interposition  in  cases 
merely  of  public  nuisance  being  by  no  means  a 
modern  branch,  of  equitable  jurisdiction  (.).    There 


(a)  Attorney  General  v.  Richards,  2  An8t.  603. 
Q)  Bristol  Harbour  case,  cit.  18  Yes.  214.    Attorney  General 
«•  Forbes,  Redes.  Tr.  117.  . , 

(c)  Attorney  General  v«  Johnson,  1  WOs.  Ch.  Rep.  87.  See 
the  case  upon  the  trial  Rex  v.  Earl  Grosvenor,  2  Stark,  N.  P.  C. 
511. 

(d)  Amb.  104. 

(e)  A  prohibition  lay  at  common  law  to  restrain  a. public  nui- 
sance. 1  Mod.  76.  Jacob  Hall's  case,  ib.  S.  G.  1  Ventr.  169. 
Rex  V.  Betterton,  5  Mod.  143.  Skin.  SiS.  The  Court  of  King's 
Bench,  however,  in  a  recent  case^  refused  to  interpose  in  this 
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is  a  precedent  for  this  in  the  time  of  Queen  Elizabeth,  Oflnjunc' 

-I  •  v  .1  ,     ,  »  A      •       tions  to  stay 

wnicn  appears  to  have  escaped  observation.     An  in-  Nuisances. 

fori](iation  was  filed  by  the  Attorney  general  in  the 

Exchequer  to  restrain  the  erection  of  a  pigeon- 
house  (a)  by  a  lessee  for  years  of  parcel  of  a  manor, 
of  which  the  reversion  was  in  the  queen :  the  whole 
court  being  of  opinion  that  a  pigeon-house  was  a  com- 
mon nuisance,  an  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain 
the  building  of  it  (6).  Though  the  foundation  of 
this  determination  must  be  admitted  to  be  erroneous, 
it  is,  nevertheless,  of  importance,  as  a  proof  of  the 
antiquity  of  this  jurisdiction.  In  a  modern  case  be- 
fore  Lord  Rosslyn,  where  a  defendant  had  taken 
several  old  houses,  which  were  empty,  as  temporary 
warehouses  for  stowing  sugar,  which  he  was  intro- 


mode,  referring  the  party  complaining  to  the  ordinary  remedy 
by  indictment,  as  it  saw  no  peculiar  circumstances  to  call  for  this 
special  interference.     Rex  v.  Justicies  of  Dorset,  15  East,  594. 

(a)  It  was  laid  down  in  this  case,  that  none  but  the  lord  of  the 
manor  and  parson  of  the  church  could  erect  a  dove-house,  de  novo; 
and  that  by  the  old  law  the  erection  of  a  dove-house  was  inquir- 
able  at  the  leet  as  a  common  nuisance.  Lord  Burleigh  (who  was 
at  that  time  Lord  High  Treasurer)  had  come  into  court  during 
the  motion,  and  having  observed  that  Plowden  was  of  that  opinion, 
and  that  he  had  heard  Montague,  C.  J.  say  the  same,  the  injunc- 
tion was  decreed  of  course.  Mr.  Barrington,  in  his  observations 
upon  the  statute  for  view'  of  frank  pledge,  justly  considers  this 
doctrine  errgneous ;  anjcl  the  sautSotities  collected  in  Viner,  tiU 
Nuisance,  which  are  very  ancient  and  numerous,  are  all  to  the 
contrary.  Hawkins  says  that  a  tenant  building  a  dove-house 
without  the  lord's  licence,  may  possibly  be  Uable  to  an  action  on 
the  case,  which  opinion  seems  countenanced  by  'the  extract  given 
by  Mr.  Barrington  from  the  Grand  Couturnier :  nul  ne  pent  hatir 
'Mi^mbier  nyiedfians  cojigi  de  son  seigneur, 

•  {h)  Eliz;  pond's  case.  Mo,  238., 

Q 
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Oflnjunc'     ducing  in  such  quantities  that  two  of  the  houses  had 
^Nuisa^cel^  actually  fallen,  and  others  were  in  the  most  imminent 

— ' danger :  Lord  Rosslyn  granted  an  injunction  upon 

petition  and  affidavit  (a). 

The  author  has  not  been  able  to  find  a  precedent 
in  which  the  court  has  actually  interfered  to  restrain 
the  carrying  on  of  a  noxious  trade,  destructive  to 
the  health  and  comfort  of  the  neighbourhood.  In 
the  late  case,  however,  of  the  Attorney  general  v. 
Cleaver  (J),  which  was  a  bill  filed  for  this  purpose, 
not  the  least  doubt  seems  to  have  been  raisi^d  as  to 
the  jurisdiction.  The  court  refused  to  interpose  for 
other  reasons  before  the  trials  and  the  cause  was 
compromised  before  the  question  could  be  again 
discussed. 
Onlyto5uch      Bills  to  restrain  nuisances  must  extend  to  such 

areTo  at  law.  ^^'y  ^^  ^^^  nuisances  at  law :  the  fears  of  mankind, 

however  reasonable,  will  not  create  a  nuisance  (c). 
An  injunction  has  accordingly  been  refused  in  one 
case  to  restrain  the  building  of  a  house  to  inoculate 
for  the  small  pox  {d) ;  and  in  another,  to  restrain  the 
burning  of  bricks  near  the  habitations  of  men  (e). 

Determina-        The  greater  part  of  those  acts  which  are  indictable 

tiona  at  law.  .  ^    /*  ,i_    •         ^  i^ 

as  common  nuisances  cannot,  from  their  nature,  be 
cognizable  in  a  court  of  equity.  It  may,  however,  be 
found  useful  to  notice  the  determinations  at  law 
upon  such  of  them,  as  may  by  possibility  form  the 

(a)  Mayor  of  London  v.  Bolt,  5  Ves.  129. 
(6)  18  Ves. 

(c)  3  Atk.  751. 

(d)  Barnes  <o.  Baker,  Amb.  158-    3  Atk.  751. 

(e)  Duke  of  Grafton  v.  Milliard/ cit.  18  Ves.  219.    Attorney 
General  v.  Foundling  Hospital,  4  Br«.  C.  C.  164.    2  Ves.  jun.  42. 
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subject  of  consideration  in  a  court  of  equity  upon  a  O/Injuno- 
suit  for  an  injunction.     A  brew-house,  glass-house,  *2^uLances^ 

lime^kiln,  dye-house,  smelting-house,  tan-pit,  chan- 

dler's-shopp  or  swine-sty,  if  set  up  in  such  incon- 
venient part3  of  the  town  as  tliat  they  incommode 
the  neighbourhood,  are  common  nuisances :  so  also  « 
steeping  stinking  skins  in  water,  and  laying  them  in 
the  highway  {a) ;  and  in  general  every  thing  that 
causes  not  only  an  unwholesome  smell,  but  that 
renders  the  enjoyment  of  life  and  property  uncom- 
fortablei  is  a  nuisance  (6).  It  appears  to  have  been 
ruled,  that  setting  up  a  noxious  manufacture  in  a 
neighbourhood  in  which  other  offensive  trades  have 
long  been  borne  with,  unless  the  inconvenience  to 
the  public  be  greatly  increased^ais  not  a  nuisance  (c) ; 
and  also  that  a  person  cannot  be  indicted  for  con- 
tinuing a  noxious  trade,  which  has  been  carried  op 
at  the  same  place  for  nearly  fifty  years  (jct).  But 
this  has  been  since  overruled,  and  it  appears  that  no 
length  of  time  can  legalise  a  public  nuisance,  al- 
though it  may  supply  an  answer  to  the  action  of  a 
private  individual  [e). 

The  erecting  or  keeping  powder-mills  and  maga-  Nuisances 
zines  near  a  town,  is  also  a  nuisance  for  which  an  ^^^®  ^*S*»- 

'  way, 

(a)  5  B«c.  Ab.  tit.  Nuisanoe.  1  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  75.  s.  10.  2  Ejoss. 
on  Crimes,  428,  429. 

<i)  Rex  V.  Pappineau,  Stra.  686.    Rex  v.  White,  Burr.  333. 

{c)  Rexv.B.  Neville^Peake,  N.P.C.91.  cit.2Russ.on€rime8, 
430. 

(d)  Rex  V.  S.  Neville,  ib. 

(e)  Weld  V.  Hornby,  7  East.  199.  Rex  <o.  Cross,  3  Campb.  227. 
%  Ru08.  on  Crimes,  430. 
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Rivers. 


Oflnjuno    indictment  will  lie  {a).     Another  common  species 
^jSuhances!^  of  nuisance  is  by  obstruction  to  highways  and  bridges, 

as  by  digging  a  ditch,  or  making  a  hedge  or  gate 

across  a  highway,  or  by  suflPering  adjpiwipg  ditches 
to  become  foul,  boughs  or  trees  to  hd;ng.  over„  a 
house  adjoining  the  road  or  a  bridge  (b)  to  be(:^me 
ruinous  (c),  or  by  the  unauthorised  occupation  9jl(',t^^e 
street  by  waggons  or  stage  coaches  {d). .  ,  r«  , 

All  obstructions  in  public  rivers  by  whichiithe 
current  is  weakened,  or  the  placing  timber,  or  other 
bulky  materials,  by  which  the  navigation  is  impeded, 
are  nuisances  {e). 
Harbourt.  Lord  Hale,  in  the  treatise  already  referred  0, 
notices  the  several  nuisances  which  may  be  qom- 
mitted  to  ports  as  follows:  tilting  or  choaking  .up 
the  port  by  sinking  vessels  (y^,  or  throwing  out, filth 
or  txash ;  decays  of  wharfs,  keys  or  piers ;  leaving 
anchoi's  without  buoys ;  building  new  wiers  or  en- 
hancing old ;  the  straitening  of  the  port  by  buildipg 
too  far  into  the  water  (g*);  impeding  the  mooting 


»• 


»  I 


(a)  Rex  v.  Taylor,  2  Stra.  1 167.    2  Russ.  on  Crimes,  430* 
(h)  Rex  V.  Watson,  2  Lotd  Rajm.  856. 

(c)  2  Russ.  on  Crimes,  4^61. 

(d)  Rex  V.  Russell,  6  East.  427.  Rex  v.  Cross,  cit.  sup.  Rex 
V.  Jones,  S  Camb.  230.  • ' » 

{e)  Rex  V.  Leech,  6  Mod.  145.  5  Bac.  Ab.  Nuis.  A.  2  Russ. 
on  Crimes,  49L 

{/)  But  where  a  vessel  has  been  sunk  by  accident  or  ipisfortune, 
an  indictment  cannot  be  maintained  against  the  owner  for  nbt 
removing  it.    Rex  v.  Watts,  2  Esp.  N.  P.  C.  675. 

{g)  This  is  not  ipso  facto  a  nuisance,  unless  it  be  a  datnage  to 
the  port  and  navigatipn:  in  these  cases  therefore  it  is  a  questichi 
of  fact  to  l^e  found  by  a  jury  whether  the  building  be  a  nuisance 

*  '^  •    ^ 
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of  ships  in  the  ground  adjacent,  if  it  hath  been  Oflnjunc- 
antiently  used  without  paying  any  thing  for  it ;  if  it  {^^J^^f 

be  a  new  port,  Lord  Hale  says  the  mooring  must  be  ' 

permitted  upon  reasonable  amends.  Also  the  towing 
or  hgluling  of  vessels  up  or  down  a  river  or  creek  to 
or  from  a. port  town;  and  the  suffering  a  port  or 
public  p^s^e  to  be  lilted  or  stopped,  is  a  nuisance 
in  those  who  are  bound  to  rppair  it. 

The  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  in  the  exercise  of  Commis- 
theit  dtity  to  repair  sea  banks  and  walls,  survey  g^JJg"/^ 
river's,  public  streams,  ditches,  &c.  have  autliority  to 
inquire  of  all  nuisances  and  offences  committed  by 
the  Stopping  of  rivers,  erecting  mills,  not  repairing 
banks  and  bridges,  &c,  (a).    This,  however,  like  all 
inferidr  jurisdictions,  is  subject  to  the  discretionaiy 
coercion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  (i).  It  seem^ 
also  thW  a  species  of  cognizance  has  been  taken  of 
this  subject  in  equity.     In  a  cause  in  the  duchy, 
court  of  Lancaster,  reported  in  Callis  (c),  the  defend- 
ants had  by  their  answer  set  forth  an  ordinance  or 
decree  of  commissioners,  founded  upon  a  verdict,  di- 
recting a  wear  upon  the  river  Wye  to  be  overthrown, 
and  the  timber  thereof  removed;  the  court,  however, 
was  of  opinion,  that  the  wear  being  an  ancient  wear  by 
prescription  and  custom,  it  ought  not  to  have  been 


or  not.  Where  the  building,  is  below  the  highwater  mark,  it  is  a 
purpresture,  but  not  necessarily  a  nuisance. 

(fl)  p  Bl.  Com.  73. 

(fi)  lb,  74.  The  modern  determinations  upon  this  subject  are, 
Ycaw  V.  Holland,  Bl.  Rep.  717.  Dore  v.  Gray,  2  T.  R.  358.  Rex 
o.  Somersetshire  Commissioners  of  Sewers,  8  T.  R.  312.  7  East.  70. 
9  East.  109.    Masters  v.  Scroggs,  3  M.  &  S.  447. 

(e)  Hall  V.  Mason,  Callis,  262.  Ed.  1685. 
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Whether  an 
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cases  of 
public 
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overthrown  by  the  decree;  and  that  the  verdict  was 
defective  in  not  stating  quantOy  nor  in  qud  parte^  the 
wear  was  enhanced  above  the  ancient  size.  In  a  recent 
case,  however,  the  Court  of  Chancery  refused  to  in- 
terpose, by  injunction  upon  motion,  to  restrain  com- 
missioners of  sewers  from  removing  a  float  or  tumbling 
bay  upon  a  river,  although  such  removd  was  stated 
to  be  irreparable  mischief  (a).  Lord  Eldon  observed, 
that  without  entering  into  the  question  whether  there 
might  or  might  not  be  cases  in  which  a  court  of 
equity  would  interfere,  he  thought,  upon  the  answer 
.and  affidavits,  that  after  the  opportunity  which  the 
plaintiff  had  had  of  taking  a  much  shorter  course, 
by  applying  to  the  King's  Bench  for  a  certiorari^  it 
ought  not  to  interfere  in  the  present  case. 

The  usual,  and  perhaps  the  more  correct  mode  of 
proceeding  in  equity  in  cases  of  public  nuisance, 
is  by  information  at  the  suit  of  the  Attorney  Ge- 
neral {b).  But  it  is  apprehended  that  this  is  by  no 
means  absolutely  necessary,  for,  as  at  law,  a  party 
may  have  a  private  satisfaction  by  civil  suit  for  that 
which  is  a  public  nuisance  (c) ;  so  in  equity,  if  there 
is  a  special  grievance  arising  out  of  the  common 
cause  of  injury  which  presses  more  upon  particular 

{a)  Kerrison  v.  Sparrow,  Coop.  305.  19  Ves.  449.  There  is 
another  case  which  has  not  been  alluded  to,  where  a  demurrer 
to  a  bill  to  be  relieved  against  an  ordei;  of  commissioners  was  over- 
ruled.   Box  V,  Allen,  1  Dick.  49. 

(Jb)  Amb.  158,    3  Atk.  751.    Redes.  Tr.  117. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Dewsnap,  16  East.  196.  Callis  mentions  from  the 
books  several  cases  of  assizes  of  nuisance,  tarn  querenti  quam  poptdo, 
in  which,^r  the  people^  the  offender  was  ordered  to  reform  the  nui- 
sance ;  to  the  king  he  was  fined,  and  the  plaintiff,  for  his  own  pri- 
vate wrong,  recovered  his  damagesi  268,  269. 


PURPRESTUHES   AND    NUISANCEST.  ^231 

individuals,  than  upon  others  not  so  immediately  0/Injunc- 
within  the  influence  of  it,  it  shoidd  seem  that  they  ^Msance^^ 

would  be  entitled  to  the  interference  of  a  court  of 

equity  for  the  protection  of  their  private  rights. 
Accordingly  no  less  than  three  of  the  above  applica- 
tiop8»  on  grounds  of  public  nuisance,  were  at  the  suit 
of  private  individuals  (a) ;  and  though  Lord  Hard- 
wicke  in  one  of  them  noticed  the  irregularity,  it  does 
not  appear  to  have  formed  a  serious  objection.  In 
the  late  case  of  the  Attorney  General  v.  Johnson^ 
the  application  was  by  information  and  bill. 
.  lx\  the  case  of  Coulson  v.  White  (6),  Lord  Hard-  Private  nui- 
wiake  observed,  that  every  common  trespass  is  not 
a  jfoundation  for  an  injunction,  where  it  is  only  con- 
tingent and  temporary ;  but  that  if  it  continues  so 
long  as  to  become  a  nuisance,  the  court  interferes, 
and  will  grant  an  injunction.  Under  this  head  may 
be  noticed  an  early  case  in  Gary,  where  the  defend- 
ant was  restrained  till  the  hearing  from  pulling  down 
a  party  wall  which  stood  between  bis  house  and  that 
■of  the  plaintiff  (c).  The  ordinary  instance  of  this 
jurisdiction  is,  where  the  court  interposes  to  restrain 
ja.  party  from  building  so  near  the  plaintiff's  house 
^s  to  darken  his  windows  (rf).     An  injunction  will 

(a)  Barnes  v.  Baker.    Mayor  of  London  v.  Bolt.     Duke  of 
Grafton  v.  Hilliard,  cit.  sup. 

(5)  3  Atk.  21. 

(c)  Bush  V.  Field,  Cary,  129.    Vide  also  Manly  ».  Hammet, 
2  Dick.  488. 

.  {d)  Cherrington  v,  Abney,  2  Vern.  646.  Duke  of  Beaufort*8  case, 
2  Bro,  C.  C.  65.  Bateman  ».  Johnson^  Fitz.  106.  Ryder  tj.  Ben- 
,tbam>  1  Ves.  453.  Morris  v.  Lord  Berkley's  lessees,  2  Ves.  453. 
Attorney  General  v.  Bentham,  1  Dick.  277.  Attorney  General  r. 
Nichol,  16  Ves.  338.  Lord  King  v. Bishop  of  Ely,  Trin.  Vac.  1819. 
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o/Mmr\^'iTl9^i'ithnt0mh  4ie» granted  io  thwe  casesi  unlesb  the 
^^^^anct^^^^  ^®  ancient  lights  («),  and  the 

:-  :  a^tfia  lit  vtdi|tion  of  same  agreement  either  express 

o|i?  jltopliedt  'nor.  is  every  diminution  in  the  value 
Q^^'the  pri^miseb  a  ground  for  the  ootirt  to  inter- 
ppA^  nor.eveiry  species  of  mischief  upon  which  an 
sif^iqn  up^m :  the  >  case  might  be  maintai^fiedl  /The 
fpundf^icfii  $f  the  jurisdiction  is  that  sort' of  matetial 
iT^nx^  ,tQ/ the  comfort  (rf  the  existence  of  those  who 
d.^dl  in  the  Beighbouring  house,  which  requires,  upon 
equitable  pmnciples,  the  application  of  a  power  to 
prevent^  a»  well  as  remedy,  the  evil  (b).  The  diver- 
s])9Q,  of  w4t6r-course8,  or  the  pullii^  -  down  banks, 
and  exposing  the  plaintiff  to  inundatioiav  tare  also 
n^^iijances,  against  which  a  court  of  equity  has  inter- 

pose4(c). 
petermina-        ^h^  f<^lowing  are  some  of  the  most  important 

tions  at  law.     ,,         '^^  ^i  •.  •  i?^i_. 

d^texounations  at  law  upon  private  nuisances  oi  that 

niiilfure,,  which  are  most  likely  to  come  under  the 

cqns^d^ratioix  of  a  court  of  equity :  actions  on  the 

cs^se^  fpff  ^topping  ancient  lights,  or  lights  not  ancient, 

where  it  is  in  violation  of  some  covenant^  either 

^exprf^.  pr.  implied,   are  extremely  numerous  ((f). 

Presun^iniB<'T)^q.,e^joyinent  of  lights  with  the  defendant's  ac-^^ 

felrs'^en^^^  qin.efi?WQ?  X?)>  is  such  decisive  presumption  of  a 

joyment.  .^    _   ^..^    ^^^  ,.  ..,.•. 

(a)  Fishmongers*  Company  v.  East  India  Company^  1  Dick,  16S. 
^bl  .l,flipk.  164.    16  Ves.  342.  , 

(c)  Martin  v.  Stiles,  Mose.  145.     Robinson  v.  I#ord  Byron,^; 
1  Bro.  C.  C.  588.    2  Cox,  4.    2  Dick.  703.    Lane  v.  Newdigale, 
10  Ves.  194.    Chalk  v,  Wyatt,  3  JVf eriv.  688. 

(d)  See  the  old  cases  referred  to^  Com.  Dig.  Tit.  Action  an  the  ^ 
case  for  nuisance.  .    ►       ..■'.', 

(f^  Daniel  v.  North,  11  Eft«t.  .372. 
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right  by  grant  or  otherwise,  that  unless  contradicted  Oflnjune- 
or  explained,  a  jury  are  always  directed  to  find  in  S«c«? 

favour  of  it  {a).    It  seems  also  that  a  parol  licence 

to  put  up  an  obstruction  to  lights,  cannot  be  recalled 
at  pleasure,  after  it  has  been  executed  at  the  party's 
expe^e(i).  If  an  ancient  window  be  raised  and 
enialrgedi  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  land  cannot 
lawfully  obstruct  the  passage  of  light  and  air  to  any 
part  of  the  space  occupied  by  the  ancient  window, 
although  a  greater  portion  of  light  and  air  be  ad- 
mitted through  the  unobstructed  part  of  the  enlarged 
window,  than  was  anciently  enjoyed  (c).  If  an  ancient 
window  has  been  completely  shut  up  with  brick  and 
mortar  above  twenty  years,  it  loses  its  privilege  (rf) ; 
and  if  a  building,  after  having  been  used  for  twenty 
years  as  a  malt-house,  is  converted  into  a  dwelling- 
hduse,  it  is  entitled  in  its  new  state  only  to  the  same 
degree  of  light,  which  it  possessed  in  its  former 
state  (e).  So  where  an  old  house  is  pulled  down,  and 
a  new.  one  built,  the  lights  in  the  new  house  must  be 
in  the  same  place,  of  the  same  dimensions,  and  not 
more  in  number  than  in  the  old  house  [f) . 

The  following  cases  are  also  notiped  by  Lord  C.  Various  nui- 
B.  Comyns,  as  nuisances  upon  which  an  action  may  *®^c^ 
be  ihaintained  r  building  a  house  so  near  another's 
that  the  rain  falls  upon  it ;  fixing  a  spout  so  near 

ifl)  Lewis  v.  Frice^  2  Serjt.  Wms.  Saunders^  175.     Dougal  v. 
Wilson,  ib.    Darwin  v.  Upton,  ib. 
{h)  Winter  v.  Brockwell,  8  East,  308. 
(c)  Chandler  v.  Thompson,  3  Campb.  80. 
(i)  Lawrence  v.  Obee,  ib.  514. 
{e)  Martin  v.  Goble,  1  Campb.  322. 
{/)  Cherrington  v.  Abney,  2  Vem;  646. 
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another's  house,  that  the  rain  falls  down  and  injures 
the  foundations  of  it ;  digging  a  pit  so  near  another's 
land  that  it  fall  into  it ;  obstructing  water  in  various 
ways ;  erecting  any  thing  offensive,  as  a  swine-sty, 
lime-kiln,  dye-house,  taUow-furnace,  privy,  bre^w- 
house,  tan-pit,  smelting-house,  smith's  forge,  &c.  so 
near  another's  house  as  to  injure  it  materially. 

It  is  also  a  species  of  nuisance  to  erect  a  ferry 
or  market,  so  near  as  to  prejudice  an  ancient  ferry 
or  market  (a)r  In  a  case  before  Lord  Hardwicke, 
an  injunction  was  moved  for,  before  answer,  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  using  ferry-boats  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  plaintiffs,  whose  right  to  the 
sole  use  of  the  ferry  had  been  established  by  a 
decree :  Lord  Hardwicke  was  of  opinion  that  the 
record  was  a  sufficient  foundation  to  grant  an  in- 
junction before  answer ;  but  as  it  was  not  8h(>wn  to 
his  satisfaction  upon  the  affidavits,  that  the  plaintiff 
had  kept  up  a  sufficient  number  of  ferry-boats  to 
carry  passengers,  the  motion  was  refused  (6);  but 
in  a  case  where  the  right  had  not  been  estabjiished, 
Lord  Hardwicke,  with  great  clearnesi^  refused  to 
interpose  to  stay  the  use  of  a  market  or  ferry  (c). 
In  the  case  of  Churchman  v.  Tunstal,  where  a  bilL 
was  filed  by  the  tenant  of  an  ancient  ferry  to  sup- 
pr^s  a  new  one,  and  to  obtain  an  injunction  against 
renewing  it,  the  court  dismissed  the  bill  (rf).  This 
determiitatlon,  which  was  during  the  usurpation, 
proceeded  in  a  great  measure  upon  the  claim  being 
, '  ... 

(a)    Cora.  Dig.  ub.  sup.    Yard  v.  Ford,  2  Saund.  171  • 
\h)  Anon.  1  Ves.  4?76. 
{c)  Anon.  2  Ves.  414. 
{d)  Hard.  162. 
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considered  as  a  monopoly,  the  plaintiffbeing  a  lessee  Ofln/uncr 
of  the  crown :  another  bill  was  filed  for  the  same  ^^g^^o^ 

matter  after  the  Restoration,  when  Hale  was  C.  B.,  -r 

upon  which  the  court  decreed  that  the  new  ferry 
should  be  suppressed  (a). 

Where  the  court  is  satisfied  that  the  matter  com-  whether  the 
plained  of  is  not  a  nuisance,  the  iniunction  is  im-  ^^^  ^^.^^ 

enjoin  with- 

mediately  refused  or  dissolved.  It  has  also  been  out  trial, 
said,  that  there  is  no  instance  of  the  court  holding 
it'  a  nuii^nce,  and  therefore  enjoining  it  mthaut 
trial  (6).  This  proposition,  however,  it  is  submitted, 
is  laid  down  too  extensively ;  for  though  some  ordans 
of  Lord  Jeffries,  who,  on  petittoriy  restrained  persons 
from  proceeding  in  buildings  which  would  intercept 
the  prospect  from  Gray's  Inn  Gardens,  may  not  be 
considered  as  authorities  (c),  yet  in  all  the  cases 
cited  from  Lord  Hale,  and  in  the  modem  decisions  in 
the  Exchequer,  which,  although  purprestures,  were 
also  nuisances,  the  decrees  were  made  without  any 
triaL  Lord  Hale  also,  in  another  part  of  the  treatise, 
in  enumerating  the  various  nuisances  which  may  be 
committed  to  harbours,  notices  but  one  in  which  a 
trial  is  necessary,  and  this  not  on  the  ground  of  any 
want  of  jurisdiction  in  the  court  to  restrain  a  nui- 
sance in  general  without  a  previous  verdict,  but  be- 
cause in  that  particular  case,  (viz.  the  straitening  a 
port  or  harbour  by  building  too  far  into  the  water), 
it  is  a  question  of  fact,  whether  the  matter  com- 
plained of  is  or  is  not  a  nuisance ;  for,  as  he  observes, 
in  many  cases  it  is  an  advantage  to  the  port  to  keep 

(a)  Minute  Book,  1662,  fol,  181,  cit.  2  Anst.  608. 
ih)   18Ve8.22a 
(c)  2Ve8.  454. 
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Oflnfii^:,.  the  sea-water  from  difibsing  at  large.  As  the  uiatter 
^uLancesf"^  complaiiied  6f  is  therefore  not  ipso  facto  a  nuisanc^, 

but  may  be  so,  according  to  circumstances,  it  bt- 

comes  necessary  to  ascertam  those  circumstances  by 
verdict}  but  where  it  is  in  itself  a  lAiii^anee,  itc 
court  (if  there  is  sufficient  evidence  of  its  exislencV 
is  comjpeteht  to  restrain  it  without  a  verdict^  .There 
IS  a  similar  distmction  noticed  m  the  argument  in 
Yard  V.  !rord,  m  Saunders;  and  in  a  pass^e  from 
]^itz-liefbert's  Ndtura  Brevitim  tliere  cifed.  fi  \i 
there  said,  that  if  a  inarket  be  on  the  same  clay> 'it 
shaii  ^e  intended  a  nuisance;  but  if  it  be  on 'an-' 
other  day,  it  shall  not  be  so  intended,  and  thei^efore  > 
it  shall  be  put  in  issue  whether  it  be  a  nuisance  or 
not  (a). 

The  above  case,  from  Moore,  of  the  Kgeon-hoiisie,' 

is  also  aliother  instance  in  which  the  court  restrained 

Without  a  previous  trial.  ^ 

In  what  cases      Whatever  may  be  the  actual  jurisdiction  u|)6h  iliis 

will  enjoin     point,  it  is,  however,  certain  that  courts  of  equity 

till  trial.        are  at  present  extremely  unwilling  to  interpose  with.- 

dut  a*  trial  at  law ;  a  question  therefore  has  always 
dfti^en  iri  these  cases,  whether  the  court  will  grarit^ 
dl**- icontiriue  an  injunction  till  the  trial.    Where  the^^ 
afflegeii  liiiisance  consists  in  the  exercise  of  a  manii-^ 
facftui^ei'  the'  couft,  uppn  the  sanie  principle'  upon 
whi<!:h  J^t'^^els'sb  much  reluctance  to  restrain  the 
working  ^ of 'mines  and  collieries,' would  require  tlie! 
fact  or  its  b^ing  a  nuisance  to  be  first  clearly  i^ta^ 
blished  at  law :  accordingly,  in  the  above-noticed 
case  of  the  Attorney  General  v^  Cleaver,  the  court 

(a)  Saund.  174. 
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refused  to  interfere,  partly  because  tbere  had  been  Oflfmnp- 
laches  in  the  relators,  and  partly  on  account  of  the  jS^sancJf 

inconvenience  of  stopping  a  large  trading  concern,!  — ^ 

in  which  capital  to  a  great  amount  had  been  em- 
barked. In  the  Attorney  General  v.  Doughty^  X«ord 
Hard\pcke  ^refused  to  interfere,  before  answer,  to 
stay.l^ildings  which  would  intercept  the  prospect 
from  Gray's  Inn  Gardens  i  and  the  same  has  been 
done  in  other  cases  (a).  Where  a  party  has  ^e^ 
guilty  of  great  laches  and  connivance,. in  sufijsring 
another  to  erect  a  nuisance ;  the  court  has  not  only 
refused  to, interpose  against  the  erection  of  that  npi" 
sance,  but.  has  also  granted  injunctions  to  restrain 
actions  brought  at  law  for  the  nuisance ;  for  as  .every 
continuance  of  a  nuisance  is  a  fresh  nuisance,  tjbe 
plaintiff  would  be  perpetually  liable  to  actions,  which 
would  be  hard,  after  having  been  encouraged  by  the 
party  himself  (ft). 

In  a  plain  case  of  nuisance,  however,  as  observed   ^  .       , 
by  Lord  Hardwicke,  the  court  will  interfere  Upon 
affidavit,  pertificate,  and  notice,  and  will  not  ^^fkx 
the  nuisance  to  go  on,  to  the  prejudiqe  of  th^^  9^^X^ 
in  the  mean  time(c);  and  we  have  seen^.tl^fitj^inj^ 
pressing  cjase,  Lord  Rosslyn  even  interfered  ,UDojp^ 
petition.     The  result  of  all  the  cases  seems  to  b^ 
that  though  the  court  is  in  general  aver^^.  to  ipitern 
fei;ing  before  a  trial,  yet  if  a  case  of  nuisjan^re.  ^s 
clearly  made  out  upon  affidavit,  it  will  n^vert^^ejipss 
be  grai^ted,  or  continued  until  such  trial  sh^ll  MvQi 


l.'ii\r:i\(\ 


(0)'  Batei^an  fft.  Johnson^  Fitzg.  106.    Byda:  v;  Baiiham,*  supi  ^ 

(b)  Anon.  2  £q.  Ab.  522.    Short  v.  Taylor,  clt.  ib. 

(c)  2  Vet.  45S.    2  Dick.  488. 
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C^hgrniG"     been  had.    In  the  case  already  noticed  of  the  At- 
iS^tfn^^   tomey  General  v.  Johnson,  Lord  Eldon  refused  to 

dissolve  the  injunction  before  the  trial,  althou^ 

th^re  were  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  defendants, 
stating  that  the  act  complained  of  was  beneficial  to 
the  navigation; 
Where  court      The  court,  in  those  instances  in  which  it  refused 

has  inter- 
posed before  to  enjoin,  will,  however,  take  care  that  no  delay 

take'  carT^^    **^^  ^^^  place  in  proceeding  to  trial  {a).    There  is 
that  there  is  a  singular  note  in  Vesey  (6)9  of  a  motion  for  liberty 
e  ay.      ^^  re^erect  a  nuisance,  and  to  be  quitted  in  the  en- 
jo3rment  of  it  until  the  hearing.    Lord  Hardwicke 
said  that  be  had  known  several  of  tiiese  motions, 
but  hardly  ever  knew  one  granted,  by  giving  express 
liberty  to  re«-erect  a  thing  pulled  down :  that  if  a 
house  was  built  on  what  was  insisted  to  be  the  high- 
way, and  that  was  pulled  down,  the  court  would 
certainly  not  give  liberty  to  re-erect  thjit  building. 
His  lordship  said,  that  he  could  not  grant  the  in- 
junction ;  but  the  utmost  he  could  do  wfus  to  put  it 
'     in  a  speedy  method  of  trial. 
No  objection      It  is  no  objection  to  the  granting  an  injunction, 
Se^fnjimc?    *^  ^^  plaintiff  has  commenced  an  action  at  law ; 
tion,thatan  ^  one  instance  where  this  was  the  case,  it  was 

action  has         /«       ,  ,.  .  1  ^^        •/» 

been  com-     ssSsma  to  discontinue  the  action  if  necessary,  to 
menced  at     entitle  the  parties  to  the  injunction,  but  Ix)rd  Eldon 

held  it  immaterial  (c).  . 

{a)  Attorney  General  v.  Cleaver,  sup.- 

{h)  Anon.  2  Ves.  193.  S.  C.  3  Atk.  726.  nom.  Bu-ch  v.  Holt. 

(c)  Attorney  General  v.  Nichol,  3  Meriv.  687. 
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CHAPTER  XIL 

Of  Injttnctions  to  restrain  Infringement  of  Patents. 

<  The  prerogative  of  granting  patents  for  mcfnopoi- 
Kes,  which  was  at  all  times  a  grievous  oppression  to 
the  subject,  had  been  so  flagrantly  abused  by  the 
Duke  of  Buckingham  (and  as  it  seems  not  without  the 
connivaoce  of  the  king  (a)  ),  that  in  the  year  1621 
proceedings  were  instituted  in  parliament  against 
the  principal  monopolists,  and  the  favourite  was 
compelled  to  abandon  his  creatures  to  justice  (ft). 
Two  years  afterwards  an  act  of  parliament  was  passed 
for  their  utter  abolition  (c),  which  is  said  to  have 
been  in  a  great  measure  prepared  by  Sir  E.  Coke, 
who  was  chairman  of  the  committee  c^  the  House  of 
Commons,  to  which  the  bill  was  referred,  and  who 
has  elaborately  commented  upon  it  in  his  third  In- 
stitute {d). 

It  was  declared  by  that  act,  that  all  monopolies  Statute 
and  all  commissions,  grants,  licences,  qharters,  and  c.  s.    ' 
letters  patents  for  the  sole  buying,  sdling,  makings 
working,  or  using  of  any  thing  within  thid  realm,  or 

(a)  Rapin,  sub  anno  1621. 

(b)  Vide  ^he  proceedings  against  Sir  Giles  Mon^esson  and  Sir 
Francis  Mitchell  (die  Sir  Giles  Overreach  and  Justice  Greedy 
of  Massinger).  2  How.  St.  Tr.  1119.  1131.  1  Cobb.  Pari.  Hist. 
1198.1242. 

{c)  21  Jac.  1.  €•  S. 

(d)  8  Inst.  182.    Dav.  on  Patents,  7. 
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Ji^ringement  the  dominion  of  Wales,  or  of  any  other  monopolies ; 

or  of  power,  liberty,  or  faculty  to  dispense  with  any 
others ;  or  to  give  licence  or  toleration  to  do,  use, 
or  exercise  any  thing  against  the  tenor  or  purport 
of  any  law  or  statute :  or  to  give  or  make  any  war- 
rant for  any  such  dispensation,  licence,  or  toleration 
to  be  had  or  made ;  or  to  agree  or  compound  with 
any  others  for  any  penalty  or  forfeiture  limited  by 
any  statute ;  or  of  any  grant  ok  promise  of  the  be- 
nejSt,  profit,  or  commodity  of  any  forfeiture,  penalty, 
or  sum  of  money  due  by  any  statute  before  judg- 
ment thereupon  had;  and  all  proclamations,  inhi- 
bitions, restraints,  warrants  of  assistance,  and  all 
other  matters  and  things  whatsoever,  any  way  tend- 
ing to  the  instituting,  erecting,  strengthening,  fur- 
thering, or  countenancing  of  the  same,  or  any  of 
them ;  are  altogether  contrary  to  the  laws  of  this 
realm,  and  so  are  and  shall  be  utterly  void  and  of 
none  effect,  and  in  no  wise  to  be  put  in  use  or 
execution. 

By  the  sixth  section  a  power  is  reserved  to  the 
king  to  grant  letters  patent  and  grants  of  privilege 
for  the  term  of  fourteen  years  or  under,  for  the 
sole  working  or  making  of  any  manner  of  new 
manufacture  within  this  realm,  to  the  true  and  first 
inventor  and  inventors  of  such  manufactures,  which 
others  at  the  time  of  making  such  letters  patents  and 
grants  shall  not  use,  so  as  they  be  not  contrary  to 
the  law,  nor  mischievous  to  the  state,  by  raising 
prices  of  commodities  at  home,  or  hurt  of  trade,  or 
generally  inconvenient  {a) . 

(a)  Notwithstanding  thiB  act  of  parliamenty  Charles  I.  made  no 
tcnqple  of  granting  a  great  number  of  patents  for  monopolies  of 
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No  provision  was  made  by  tKis  act?  to^' secure  a  InJHngm^^ 
description,  by  which  the  public  <  migKtt  be>  w^\Mii.?^^ ^^^ij 
to  manufacture  the  new  invented  artiiplet^thaimUQSpecification 
piration  of  the  term  granted  to  thB^pstfaAeB^x^^jIt^^^^ 
was  not  till  towards  the  latter  end  of  thie  Telgpof  ^ » 
Queen  Anns*  that  any  such  provision -was  thoughts  i 
of,  when  it  was  deemed  advisable  by  the  lawofficsl's>} 
of  the  croirai,  to  insert  a  proviso  in  thm  patent, -tihat^x: 
specification  of  it  should  be  enrolled  tin  ;01kaiu3ery;*j^; 
within  a^'gtven  period  from  the  time  o£^  its  <faq\'itig)M 
passed  the  great  seal (i^).  \  »  )  ♦  nn.^*  v^ 

The  time  allowed  for  enrolling  the  specifit^tioiinTime  re- 
was   varied^  at  different  periods;    having  at,  ^fii'^b^l^olling"^ 
usually  been  four  months  from  tlie.  day  of  the  J  dateJ  ••Pacification. 

of  the  letters. patent,  but  when  Lord  Alvanleywsf'fi 
Attorney -general  this  time  was  reduced  to  .ofteii 
calendar  month  (c)i  It  is  at  present  UBuaUy  .twst- 1 
months.  '  ♦  .  ,••.  «.  i- 

It  is  however,   in  matters  of  importfrnc^^^  ffB^^n 
quently  extended;  and  if  the  inventor  maioefrtmi^  > 

various  kinds^  by  which^  as  observes  Lord  Clarenddft>  lUijuvt^  ped^  ^^ 
jects  of  a]l  kindS)  many  ridiculous,  many  scandalous  an4  Q^.^rjvt 
grievous^  wer^  set  on  foot. — Hist.  vol.  1.  53*    Rapin,  anno  lj^29t;,  ^ 

(a)  It  is  very  remarkable  how^  common  the'  error  appears  to 
have  been,  not  only  at  the  bar  but  on  the  bench,  that  the  enrol- 
ment of  a  specification  was  a  condition  requiredby  tlii6'tet?'0?^ii^^'*  ^ 
liament.— Dav.  on  Pat.  67.  .     ,        :  ^ 

(b)  Dav.  on  Pat.  8«  ^,  •     -  r.  u\^ 

(c)  Dav.  on  Patents,  10.    It  has  been  holden,  vippp  tlji^  f  ^%'ili 
struction  of  the  usual  proviso^  that  the  month  does  not  begin  tQ 
run  till  the  day  after  the  date  of  the  patent ;  and  that  accordingly,   * 
where  the  patent  was  dated  the  10th  of  May^  the  specification  wto  ^ 
enrolled  in  time  on  the  lOth  of  June  foDowing.— Watson  v,  Fearfti 
2Campb.  294.  ,    '.'4'^-     »  rK? 
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Infringement  affidavit  that  it  is  his  intention  to  apply  for  patents 
^    ^^^'     for  Scotland  and  Ireland,  it  is  usual  to  allow  six 

months  {a). 

The  enrolment  of  a  patent  cannot  be  dispensed 
with ;  and  if  it  has  once  passed  the  great  seal,  the 
date  of  the  patent  can  neither  be  altered,  nor  can 
the  time  for  the  enrolment  be  extended  without  an 
act  of  parliament  (b). 


Enrolment 
cannot  be 
dispensed 
wiui. 


What  the 
subject  of  a 
patent* 


The  doctrine  upon  the  subject  of  patents  will  be 
found  to  be  most  conveniently  arranged  under  the 
two  following  heads : — 1st,  What  species  of  manU' 
facture  is  the  proper  subject  of  a  patent :  and,  2dly, 
What  sort  of  description  is  required  in  the  spe- 
cification. 

1st*  What  is  the  subject  of  a  patent.  Patents 
were  formerly  considered  as  injurious  monopolies, 
and  were  construed  by  the  courts  with  great  strict- 
ness. But  now,  when  a  more  liberal  and  just  .view 
of  the  subject  prevails,  they  are  considered  as  ad- 
vantageous to  the  public,  by  holding  out  encourage- 
ments to  ingenious  men  to  disclose  their  inventions. 
Lord  Eldon  has  repeatedly  represented  them  as 
bargains  between  the  inventors  and  the  public,  to 
be  judged  of  on  the  principles  of  keeping  good 
faith,  by  making  a  fair  disclosure  of  the  invention, 
and  to  be  construed  as  other  bargains  (c). 

(a)  Dav.  on  Pat.  10. 

{h)  Ex  parte  Beck,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  578.  Ex  parte  Koops,  6  Ves. 
599. 

(c)  Cartwright  v.  Arnott,  cit.  11  East,  107.     14  Ves.  136. 
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The  only  term  used  in  the  statute  is  that  of  Ma-  Infringement 
nufacture,  which  was  much  approved  of  by  Mr.  ^/  Parents. 
Justice  Heath,  as  precluding  all  nice  refinement ;  it 
gives  us  to  understand  the  reason  of  the  proviso, 
that  it  was  introduced  for  the  benefit  of  trade,  and 
that  the  subject  ought  to  be  that  which  is  vendible, 
otherwise  it  cannot  be  a  manufacture  («).  In  the 
same  case  it  was  observed  by  Lord  C.  J.  Eyre,  that 
the  word  "  manufacture"  was  of  extensive  significa- 
tion ;  that  it  applied  not  only  to  things  made,  but  to 
the  practice  of  making;  to  principles  carried  into 
practice  in  a  new  manner,  to  new  results  of  princi- 
ples carried  into  practice.  Under  things  made  he 
classed  new  compositions  of  things,  such  as  manu- 
factures in  the  most  ordinary  sense  of  the  word ; 
secondly,  all  mechanical  inventions,  whether  made 
to  produce  old  or  new  effects.  Under  the  practice 
of  making  he  classed  all  new  artificial  maimers  of 
operating  with  the  hand,  or  with  instruments  in 
common  use,  new  processes  in  any  art  producing 
effects  useful  to  the  public.  He  observed,  that 
when  thfe  effect  produced  is  some  new  substance  or 
composition  of  things,  it  should  seem  that  the  privi- 
lege of  the  sole  working  or  making  ought  to  be  for 
such  new  substance  or  composition,  without  regard 
to  the  mechanism  or  process  by  which  it  has  been 
produced,  which,  though  perhaps  also  new,  will  be 
only  useful  as  producing  the  new  substance. 

The  case  from  which  these  observations  are  taken  As  to  the 
arose  upon  the  patent  obtained  by  Mr.  Watt,  for  his  tjiod  sxid 
celebrated  improvements   upon  the  steam  engine,  prtnciple. 

(a)  1  H.  B.  482. 

11  2 
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lii/ringement  and  excited  very  considerable  discussion  both  in  the 
^^''^^^''      courts  of  C.  B-  and  K.  B.     The  patent  granted  to 

James  Watt,  the  sole  benefit  and  advantage  of 
making,  exercising,  and  vending  a  certain  invention, 
being  a  method  by  him  invented,  of  lessening  the 
consumption  of  steam  and  fuel  in  fire  engines.  The 
specification  began  as  follows : — "  My  method  of  les- 
sening the  consumption  of  steam,  and  consequently 
fuel,  in  fire  engines,  consists  of  the  following  prin--, 
ciplesJ*  The  specification  then  proceeded  to  state 
the  addition  of  certain  vessels  called  condensers, 
with  some  rules  for  their  construction  and  applica- 
tion. The  great  question  that  was  argued  was 
^  upon  the  objection,  that  a  patent  could  not .  be 
granted  for  a  method  or  princtpley  but  that  it  must 
be  for  a  formed  or  organised  machine,  instrument,  or 
manufacture.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  were 
equally-  divided  upon  the  subject,  Mr.  J.  Rooke. 
and  the  Lord  C.  J.  Eyre,  being  in  favour  of  the 
patent,  and  Mr.  J.  BuUer  and  Mr.  J.  Heath  against 
it  (a).  The  question  soon  afterwards  was  brought 
in  another  action  upon  the  same  patent  under  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  the 
judges  of  which  were  unanimously  of  opinion  in 
favour  of  the  patent  (b). 

It  seems  in  this  case  to  have  been  agreed  by 
the  judges  on  both  sides  of  the  question,  that 
there  could  not  be  a  patent  for  a  mere  principle  or 
method;  but  those  judges  who  were  in  favour  of  the 
validity  of  the  patent,  founded  their  opinion  upon 


(a)  Boulton  v.  Bull,  2  H.  B.  463. 

(h)  Hornblower  v.  Boulton,  8  T.  R.  95. 
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the  ground  that  for  a  principle  so  far  embodied  and  Infringement 
connected  with  corporeal  substances,  as  to  be  in  a  ^  ^^^"^*' 
condition  to  act  and  to  produce  effects  in  any  art, 
trade,  mystery,  or  manual  occupation,  there  might 
be  a  patent.  That  there  might  be  a  patent  for  a 
new  method  of  manufacturing  or  conducting  che- 
mical processes,  or  of  working  machinery  so  as  to 
produce  new  and  useful  effects.  That  in  the  case 
before  them,  it  was  that  for  which  the  patent  was 
granted ;  that  it  was  not  that  the  patentee  had  con- 
ceived an  abstract  notion  that  the  consumption  of 
steam  in  fire  engines  might  be  lessened,  but  that  he 
had  discovered  a  practical  manner  of  doing  it,  and 
for  that  practical  manner  of  doing  it,  had  taken  his 
patent.  So  in  the  case  in  the  King's  Bench,  Mr. 
J.  Grose  observed,  "  I  am  inclined  to  think,  that  a 
patent  cannot  be  granted  for  a  mere  principle ;  but  I 
think,  that  although  in  words,  the  privilege  granted 
is  to  exercise  a  method  of  making  or  doing  any  thing, 
yet  if  that  is  to  be  made  or  done  by  a  manufacture, 
and  the  mode  of  making  that  manufacture  is  de- 
scribed, it  then  becomes  in  effect  (by  whatever 
name  it  may  be  called),  not  a  patent  for  a  mere  prin- 
ciple, but  for  a  manufacture ;  for  the  thing  so  made, 
and  not  merely  for  the  principle  upon  which  it  i« 
made." 

The  construction  of  the  word  manufacture  was  ex- 
plained  in  a  recent  case,  in  the  following  luminous 
manner,  by  LordC.  J.  Abbott.  "  The  word  ^manufac- 
ture'  has  been  generally  understood  to  denote  either 
a  thing  made,  which  is  useful  for  its  own  sake,  and 
vendible  as  such,  as  a  medicine,  a  stove,  a  telescope. 
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Infringment  and  many  others,  or  to  mean  an  engine  or  instrUr 
°^^-     ment,  or  some  part  of  an  engine  or  instrument,  to 
be  employed,  either  in  the  making  of  some  pre^ 
viously  known  article,  or  in  some  other  useful  pur* 
pose,  as  a  stocking-frame,  or  a  steam-engine  for 
raising  water  from  mines.     Or  it  may  perhaps  ex* 
tend  also  to  a  new  process  to  be  carried  on  by 
known  implements  or  elements,  acting  upon  known 
substances,  and  ultimately  producing  some  other 
known  substance,  but  producing  it  in  a  cheaper  or 
more  expeditious  manner,  or  of  a  better  or  more 
useful  kind.     But  no  merely  philosophical  or  ab- 
stract  principle  can  answer  to  the  word  manufac- 
ture.     Something  of  a  corporeal  and  substantial 
nature,  something  that  can  be  made  by  map  from 
the  matters  subjected  to  his  art  and  skill,  or  at  the 
least,  some  new  mode  of  employing  practically  his 
art  and  skill  is  requisite  to  satisfy  this  word.     A 
person,  therefore,  who  applies  to  the  crown  for  a 
patent  may  represent  himself  to  be  the  inventor  of 
some  new  thing,   or  of  some  new  engine  or  in-r 
strument.     And  in  the  latter  case  he  may  represent 
himself  to  be  the  inventor  of  a  new  method  of  acf 
complishing  that  object,  which  is  to  be  accomplished 
by  his  new  engine  or  instrument,  as  was  the  case  of 
Watt's  patent,  in  which  he  represented  himself  to  be 
the  inventor  of  a  new  method  of  lessening  the  con* 
sumption  of  steam  and  fuel  in  fire  engines ;  and  by 
his  specification  he  described  certain  parts  to  be 
used  in  the  construction  of  fire  engines.     Or  sup* 
posing  a  new  process  to  be  the  lawful  subject  of  si 
patent,  he  may  represent  himself  to  be  the  inventor 
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of  a  new  process,  in  which  case  it  should  seem  that  Infringement 
the  word  *  method'  may  be  properly  used  as  synony-  ^ 
mous  with  process  (fl)/* 

The  expression  used  in  the  statute  is  new  ma-  Must  be  a 
rmfacture.  The  grantee  of  the  patent  must  there-  facture. 
fore  be  the  inventor.  In  an  action  brought  by  Mr. 
Tennant  for  an  infringement  of  his  patent  for  a 
bleaching  liquor,  a  bleacher  near  Nottingham  de- 
posed, on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  that,  he  had 
used  the  same  means  of  preparing  his  bleaching 
liquor  for  five  or  six  years  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
patent,  and  that  the  secret  bad  been  also  known  to 
his  two  partners  and  two  servants,  who  were  em- 
ployed in  preparing  it  J  upon  which  the  plaintifi*was 
nonsuited  (6).  And  it  has  been  determined  that  the 
previous  sale  of  the  article,  though  by  the  inventor 
only,  will  make  the  patent  void  (c). 

It  appears,  however,  that  if  it  has  not  been  pre-  Aianufacture 
viously  brought  into  use,  the  circumstance  of  its  sidered  new, 
having  been  known^  will  not  be  a  sufficient  objection.  J^^^^^ 
Therefore,  in  the  case  on  DoUand's  object-glasses,  fore,  if  not 
the  question  was,  whether  DoUand  or  Hall  was  the  ^^^' 
first  and  true  inventor,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.     Hall  had  first  made  the  discovery  in  the 
closet,  but  as  Dolland  had  been  the  first  to  make 
the  invention  public,  his  patent  was  confirmed  (rf). 

The  words  of  the  statute  are  new  manufactures  ^^> 
mtfUn  the  realm :  it  was  therefore  decided,  in .  one  known^  * 
of  the  first  cases  after  the  passing  of  the  act,  that  abroad. 

(a)  2  B.  &  A.  34?9. 
(6)  Tennant's  case,  Dav.  on  Pat.  429. 
(c)  Wood  V.  Zimmer,  1  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  58. 
<rf)  Cit.  2  H,  B.  487. 
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Infringement 
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May  be  for 
a  compound 
article. 


For  an  ad^ 
dition  to  an 
inTention 
already 
knovirn. 


though  the  invention  may  have  been  practised  be- 
yond sea  before,  it  is  suflScient  if  it  be  new  in 
England  (a). 

It  is  no  objection  to  a  mechanical  or  chemical 
discovery,  that  the  articles  of  which  it  is  composed 
were  known  and  in  use  before,  provided  the  com- 
pound article  is  new :  but  the  patent,  must  be  for  the 
compound  article.  A  new  combination  of  old  ma- 
terials, as  observed  by  Lord  EUenborough,  so  as  to 
produce  a  new  effect,  is  the  subject  of  a  patent.  It 
is  the  adoption  of  these  materials  to  the  ejcecution 
of  any  particular  purpose  that  constitutes  the  in- 
vention :  and  if  the  application  of  them  be  new,  if 
the  combination  in  its  nature  be  essentially  new ;  if 
it  be  productive  of  a  new  end  and  beneficial  to  the 
public,  it  is  sufficient  (A).  But  if  the  subject  matter 
when  compounded  is  not  new,  it  will  be  no  answer 
to  the  objection  to  it,  that  it  is  of  better  texture  or 
finer  quality  than  the  one  formerly  produced  (c). 

An.  addition  to  an  invention  already  known  may 
^lsp,  jb^j.tbe  subject  of  a  patent.  This  was  at  first 
4jepie4X<^)*  I^  w^s  said,  that  if  the  substance  was 
ii^^yCSse  before,  and  a  new  addition  was  made  to  it, 
^Qvtgh.  that  addition  made  the  former  more  profit- 
^leji  ,yqt  that  it  was  not  a  new  manufacture  in  law : 
1^[^  i^  \yf^,  ,ipuch  easier  to  add  than  to  invent,  and 
(l>^.;^^,Y^9.l)ut  to  put  a  new  button  on  an  old 
coat.    It  has,  however,  been  acknowledged,  ever 


(a)  Edgeberry  v.  Stephens,  2  Salk.  4<47. 
{h)  .Hu^ddflrt  V,  Grimshaw,  Dav.  on  Pat.  278« 
{c)  Rex  V,  £lse>  11  £ast>  109.  n. 
{d)  Bircot's  case,  3  Inst.  184?. 
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since  the  case  of  Morris  v.  Branson  (a),  that  there  Infringement 
may  be  a  patent  for  an  addition  only.  ^^    a  ens. 

Care  must  be  taken  in  these  cases  that  the  patent  Patent  must 
is  not  too  ejctensive.  A  patent  iij  one  case  was  de-  ^xtensive^ 
termined  to  be  void,  because  it  extended  to  the 
whole  watch,  and  the  invention  was  of  a  particular 
movement  only(i).  In  another  case  a  patent  for 
an  "  improved  mode  of  lighting  cities,  towns,  and 
villages,*'  was  hoiden  void,  as  it  ought  to  have  been 
for  an  "improved  street  lamp*'  only  (c). 


2dly,  What  is  that  species  of  description  which  is 
required  to  be  enrolled  in  the  specification,  as  a 
compliance  with  the  condition  usually  contained  in 
the  patent. 

The  language  of  the  patent  may  be  explained  and  Language  of 
reduced  to  certainty  by  the  specification  j  but  the  pa-  explained  bj 
tent  must  not  represent  the  party  to  be  the  inventor  ^^  ®P®^^" 
of  one  thing,  and  the  specification  show  him  to  be  the    ''^^''°* 
inventor  of  another  j  because  perhaps  if  he  had  repre- 
sented himself  as  the  inventor  of  that  other,  it  might 
have  been  well  known  that  the  thing  was  of  no  use,  or 
was  in  common  use,  and  he  might  not  have  obtained 
a  grant  as  the  inventor  of  it  (rf).   The  Court  of  King's 

(fl)  East.  1776,  cit.  2  H.  BL  489.  Vide  also  ex  parte  Fox, 
1  v.  &  B.  67. 

(b)  Jessop's  case,  cit.  2  H.  BL  489. 

(c)  Lord  Cochrane  o.  Smethurst,  1  Stark.  205.  Vide  also 
Hill  V.  Thompson,  1  Holt,  N.  P.  C.  636. 

(rf)  Per  Abbott,  C.  J.  2  B.  &  A.  351. 
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Infringement  Bench  were  accordingly  of  opinion,  that  a  patent  was 
qfPaUsnis.     ^^j^  which  was  taken  out  for  "  a  new  or  improved 

method  of  drying  and  preparing  malt  j'*  but  the  spe- 
cification stated  the  patentee  to  be  the  inventor,  not 
of  a  method  of  drying  or  preparing  it,  but  of  a  me- 
thod  of  giving  to  it,  when  previously  prepared,  some 
qualities  which  it  did  not  possess  before,  or  which  it 
possessed  only  in  a  very  slight  degree ;  namely,  the 
qualities  of  being  soluble  in  water,  and  colouring 
the  liquor  in  which  it  should  be  dissolved  (a).  In 
an  early  case  upon  this  subject  a  patent  had  been 
granted  for  a  new  manufacture  of  lace ;  the  speci- 
fication went  generally  to  the  invention  of  mixing 
silk  and  cotton  thread  upon  a  frame  j  it  was  proved 
that  silk  and  cotton  thread  had  been  mixed  upon 
the  same  frame  prior  to  the  patent,  although  too 
coarse  for  lace.  The  patent,  not  being  for  any  par- 
ticular mode  of  mixing,  but  for  making  lace  of  silk 
and  cotton  thread  mixed,  was  declared  void  (6). 

In  a  case  before  Lord  Eilenborough,  upon  a  scire 
facias  to  repeal  a  patent  for  a  manufacture  of  hair 
brushes,  it  appeared  that  they  were  described  in  the 
patent  as  tapering  brushes;  but  the  specification 
merely  directed  a  mode  of  manufacture  by  which 
the  bristles  would  be  of  unequal  lengths.  His  Lord- 
ship considering  the  description  defective,  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  crown,  and  the  Court  of  King's 
Bench  afterwards  refused  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new 
trial  (c). 


(a)  Rex  v.  Wheeler,  2  B.  &  A.  345. 

(6)  Rex  V.  Else,  11  East,  109.  n. 

(c)  Rex  V.  Metcalf,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  249. 
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Lord  Ellenborough  in  this  case  seemed  to  be  of  Infringement 
opinion,  that  if  a  term  has  had  a  meaning  different  g^-^^^^** 
from  the  ordinary  sense  annexed  to  it  by  the  u^age  Term  may 
of  trade,  it  may  be  received  in  its  perverted  sense.    .  dfffCTent"^  * 

A  patentee,  in  order  to  entitle  himself  to  the  be-  sense  from 
nefit  of  his  patent,  should  specify  his  invention  in  ^^^!\i  ^ 
such  a  way,  that  others  may  be  able  to  collect  from  agreeable  to 
it,  the  mode  of  making  the  article  for  which  it  is  the  tr^e. 
granted.    The  clearness  of  the  specification  must  Specification 
be  according  to  the  subject  matter  of  the  invention :  ckarifintel- 
it  is  addressed  to  persons  in  the  profession,  having  Hgibie  to 
skill  in  the  subject,  not  to  men  of  ignorance.     But  yersant  with 
it  must  be  such  that  mechanical  men  of  common  *^  subject. 
understanding  can  comprehend  it,  so  that  they  may 
be  able  to  make  the  article  by  the  specification, 
without  any  experiments  or  any  new  inventions  or 
additions  of  thdir  own  (a). 

A  concealment  in  a  specification  of  any  material  Void  if  con- 
circumstance,  though  not  fraudulent,  but  arising 
entirely  from  inadvertence,  will  vitiate  the  specifica- 
tion. Thus  in  an  action  before  Lord  Mansfield  for 
infringing  a  patent  for  steel  trusses,  it  appeared  that 
the  patentee,  in  tempering  the  steel,  rubbed  it  with 
tallow,  which  was  of  some  use  in  the  operation,  and 
because  this  was  omitted,  the  specification  was  held 
void  (V).  The  patent  of  Sir  R.  Arkwright  was^ 
upon  the  ground  of  a  wilful  concealment  in  the  spe* 
cification,  declared  void  upon  a  scire  Jacilis(c), 

If  articles  are  unnecessarily  inserted  into  the  If  articles 

wmeces- 
sarily  intro* 

•    (a)  Arkwright ».  Nightingale,  Dav.  on  Pat.  56.  ^^^^^ 

(b)  Liardet  v.  Johnson,  cit.  1  T.  R.  608,    Bull.  N.  P.  76. 

(c)  Rex  V,  Arkwright,  Dav.  on  Pat.  61. 
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Infringement  Specification,  with  an  intention  to  puzzle,  or  which 
^    ^^^*     are  not  useful  for  the  purpose  of  the  patent,  it  will 

vitiate  it  (a).  Therefore,  where  the  specification 
directed  to  add  "  half  the  weight  of  sea  salt,  or  sal 
gem,  or  fossil  salt,  or  any  marine  salt,^*  and  it 
appeared  that  "  fossil  salt'*  was  a  generic  term,  in- 
cluding "  sal  gem,'*  as  well  as  every  other  species  of 
fossil  salt ;  and  that  "  sal  gem "  was  the  only  one 
which  could  be  applied  to  this  purpose,  the  patent 
was  held  void  (A). 

If  a  patentee  professes  in  the  specification  to  pro- 
duce three  things,  and  fails  in  any  one,  the  patent 
will  be  vitiated  (c). 
Specification  The  specification  must  also  be  such,  as  to  enable 
ouTtl^^^^ost  ^  workman  to  construct  the  article  to  the  extent 
beneficial  j^^f  beneficial  within  the  knowledge  of  the  patentee 
making  the  at  the  time :  "  for  a  patentee,"  as  observed  by  Lord 
^^""  C.  J.  Gibbs  (rf),  "  who  has  invented  a  machine  useful 

to  the  public,  and  can  construct  it  in  one  way  more 
extensive  in  its  benefit  than  another,  and  states  in 
his  specification  only  that  mode  which  would  be 
least  beneficial,  reserving  to  himself  the  more  be- 
neficial mode  of  practising  it,  although  he  will  have 
so  far  answered  the  patent  as  to  describe  in.  his  spe- 
cification a  machine  to  which  the  patent  extends, 
yet  will  riot  have  satisfied  the  law,  by  not  communi- 
cating to  the  public  the  most  beneficial  mode  he  was 
then  possessed  of,  for  exercising  the  privilege  granted 
to  him.'*     Mr.  J.  Buller  also,  in  the  above  case  of 

(fl)  Bovill «.  Moore,  Dav.  on  Pat.  398. 

{b)  Turner  v.  Winter,  1  T,  R.  602. 

(c)  lb. 

(d)  Bovill  V.  Moore,  cit.  sup. 
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Turner  v.  Winter  («),  observed,  that  "  if  the  pa-  Injringement 
tentee  makes  the  article  for  which  the  patent  is  ^f^^^^^^- 
granted,  with  cheaper  materials  than  those  which  he 
has  enumerated,  though  the  latter  will  answer  the 
purpose  equally  well,  the  patent  is  void,  because  he 
does  not  put  the  public  in  possession  of  his  invention, 
or  enable  them  to  derive  the  same  benefit  which  he 
himself  does/' 

If  the  patentee  state  in  the  specification  that 
which  is  not  new,  though  it  was  unnecessary  for 
hinpi  to  do  so,  he  has  overstepped  his  right,  and  has 
included  that  which  is  not  his  invention,  and  the 
patent  will  be  void  (i).  If  he  embraces  within  his 
invention  any  thing  which  was  a  part  of  a  prior  in- 
vention, he  has  no  right  to  such  benefit  (c).  So  if 
there  existed,  at  the  time  of  taking  out  the  patent, 
engines  of  which  the  subject  of  the  patent  was  only 
an  improvement,  the  patent  ought  to  be  only  for  the 
improvement  (c?). 

In  the  specification  of  a  patent  for  an  improved  What  is  ne- 
instrumenty  it  is  essential  to  point  out  precisely  what  spedficaSon 
is .  new  and  what  is  old ;  and  it  will  not  be  suf-  ^^^  an  im- 
ficient  to  describe  the  whole  machine,  uniting  tOn  nufacture. 
gether  the  new  and  the  old  parts :  it  must  be  de^-i; 
scribed  as  a  new  application  of  a  new  iiiventioi^^ 
upon  an  old  manufacture  (e).    But  it  seems  that  tb^ 
distinction  will  be  sufficiently  made,  either  by  .rq-> 
jferenqe  to  the  former  specification,  or  by  a  recital 

(a)  1  T.  R.  607. 

(Jb)  Huddart  v.  Grimshaw,  cit.  sup. 

(c)  lb. 

(d)  Bo^ll  V.  Moore,  cit.  sup. 

{t)  Vide  Williams  v.  Brodie>  citrDav.  on  Pat.  97. 
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Infringement  of  the  first  pateilt  in  the  second-    This  point  was 
of  atents.     Established  in  the  case  of  Harmer  v.  Plane,  which 

first  came  on  before  Lord  Eldon,  and  upon  which  a 
case  was  directed  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench.  .The  arguments  at  the  bar,  and  the 
observations  of  the  court,  are  so  valuable  and  im- 
portant^ as  to  justify  a  copious  extract.  The  plain- 
tiff had  obtained  a  patent,  dated  the  SOth  of  March, 
1787f  for  a  certain  manufacturing  machine,  of  which 
he  had  duly  enrolled  a  specification.  On  the  29th 
of  March,  1794>  he  obtained  another  patent,  where^ 
by,  after  reciting  that  he  had  obtained  letters  patent 
of  the  20th  of  March,  1787,  authorising  him  to 
make,  use,  and  vend  his  invention  of  a  machine  f^ 
raising  a  shag  upon  all  sorts  of  woollen  cloths,  &c* 
for  fourteen  years,  and  further,  that  he  hfid  invented 
considerable  improvements  in  the  said  machine,  tor 
which  improvements  he  prayed  his  Majesty^s  letters 
patent,  &c.  The  letters  patent  therefow'  granted 
to  him  the  sole  privilege  and  auljiority  to  make, 
use,  and  vend  his  said  invention.  The  letters  patent 
also  contained  the  usual  condition,  that  it  should  be 
void  if  the  patentee  did  not,  within  one  month,  enrol 
a  specification,  particularly  describing  and-ascertain- 
ing  the  nature  of  Ihe  said  invention^  and  in  what 
manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed.  The  spe- 
cification contained  a  full  description  of  the  whole 
of  the  machine  so  improved,  but  did  not  distinguish 
the  new  improved  parts  from  the  old  parts,-  nor  did  it 
refer  to  the  former  specification,  except  inasmuch  as 
the  second  patent  recited  the'  first. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  second 
patent  coming  on  before  Lord  Eldon,  upon  a  motion 
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to  dissolve  an  injunction,  his  Lordship  expressed  con-  Infringement 
siderable  doubt  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  specifica-  ^  ^^^^ 
tion.  He  said  that  no  man  reading  that  specification 
could  possibly  collect  from  it  the  fact  that  there  were 
two  patents,  the  one  for  the  original  machine,  the 
other  for  the  improvements  upon  that  machine.  It 
had  been  argued,  and  his  Lordship  admitted,  that  if 
there  was  an  original  patent,  and  a  specification 
under  it,  and  then  a  patent  foar  improvements,  and 
a  specification  under  that  patent,  incorporating, 
either  by  reference  or  repetition,  the  specification 
under  the  former  patent  as  part  of  its  own  de- 
scription, and  proceeding  to  show  the  improve- 
ments, that  would  be  a  good  specification.  But  he 
doubted  whether  it  must  not  appear  upon  the  spe- 
cification enrolled  for  the  improvements,  what  were 
tfac^  improvements }  and  still  more,  whether  it  must 
not  so  exhibit  the  thing  to  be  specified,  as  to  show 
that  it  is  improvement,  in  respect  of  which  the 
patent  for  the  invention  is  granted  not  having  a 
tendency  to  mislead.  That  every  person  reading  this 
specification '  would  believe  that  in  1794^  a  patent 
was  granted  for  a  machine,  and  that  the  specifica- 
tion held  out  that  the  patentee  is  protected  as  to 
the  use  of  every  part  of  that  machine,  constructed 
and  worked  according  to  the  description  contained  in 
that  specification,  constituting  the  whole  of  it  from 
the  date  of  the  only  patent  recited.  His  Lordship 
observed,  that  the  question  to  be  tried  would  be,  not 
whether  a  specification,  referring  to  a  former  patent, 
and  endeavouring  to  incorporate  in  it  the  former 
specification,  would  be  sufficient  in  law,  but  whether 
a  patent  for  a  machine,  with  a  due  specification/ 
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Infringemeni  having  been  granted,  and  a  subsequent  patent  being 
of  Patents,     grafted  for  improvements ;  it  is  competent  in  law 

to  represent  in  the  specification  that  the  latter  pa- 
tent is  granted,  not  for  improvements,  but  for  the 
machine ;  carrying  forward  that  idea,  and  describing 
the  new  invention  as  one  entire  machine;  not  as 
improvements  contradistinguished  from  the  original 
machine?  His  Lordship  directed  a  case  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  (a). 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  that 
the  patent,  and  the  specification  referring  to  it,  were 
to  be  construed  together  as  one  instrument:  that 
the  first  patent  and  specification  being  enrolled,  the 
public  must  be  taken  to  know  their  contents,  or  at 
least,  that  the  second  patent,  by  referring  to  the 
first,  directed  the  party  to  the  source  from  whence 
that  information  might  be  obtained  in  the  manner, 
required  by  law ;  that  the  very  nature  of  the  second 
patent,  which  was  for  improvements  in  a  machine,  for 
which  a  former  patent  had  been  granted^  pointed  to 
such  former  patent  and  the  specification  annexed; 
that  there  need  not  be  an  express  reference.  By 
comparing  the  two  patents  and  specifications  toge- 
ther, the  party  seeking  for  information  as  to  what 
he  might  lawfully  make,  without  the  licence  of  the 
patentee,  must  necessarily  see  for  what  particular, 
parts  of  the  improved  machine  the  second  patent 
was  granted;  and  the  patentee  was  not  bound  to 
state  in  his  second  specification,  that  which  he  had 
before  stated  separately  in  his  first,  and  which  the 
subject  was  bound  to  know^.    A  specification,  it  was 

(a)  U  Yes.  130. 
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said,  need  not  contain  every  thing  at  length  relating  In/ringemeni 
to  the  subject  matter,  but  might  refer  to  other  ^  ^^ ^' 
public  instruments,  or  to  general  sources  of  know- 
ledge, which  every  person  of  reasonable  skill  and 
information  on  the  subject  might  fairly  be  presumed 
to  know.  That  there  was  a  constant  reference  in 
these  instruments  to  drawings  which  accompany 
them,  and  without  which  the  description  of  the  par- 
ticular invention  would  not  be  intelligible.  That 
no  person  could  be  misled  by  the  specification  of  a 
patent  for  an  improved  machine,  describing  the 
whole  machine  so  improved.  That  it  was  even 
more  convenient  than  merely  stating  what  the  im- 
provements were,  which  would  be  a  literal  com- 
pliance with  the  condition,  but  far  less  intelligible ; 
for  such  a  bare  method  of  describing  the 'new  in- 
vention would  require  a  much  higher  degree  of 
knowledge  and  memory  of  the  subject-matter,  and 
of  every  former  patent,  than  that  which  describes 
the  whale  combination  of  new  and  old  parts  forming 
the  entire  improved  machine.  The  patentee  has 
only  an  exclusive  right  to  the  whole  combination 
for  which  his  patent  is  granted,  and  the  use  of  par- 
ticular  parts  only  is  no  breach  of  his  rights ;  the  de- 
scription, therefore,  of  the  particular  improvements, 
distinct  from  the  parts  in  general  use  before,  "would 
be  useless  to  all,  and  less  intelligible  to  many. 

It  was  said  on  the  other  side  that  the  proviso  in 
the  second  patent  was  express,  that  the  patentee 
should  "  particularly  describe  and  aKertain  the 
nature  of  the  said  invention  (i.  e.  the  improvements  J  ^ 
and  in  what  manner  the  same  was  to  be  performed,'* 
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Infiwgmeta  &c«  if  that  condition  was  not  performed,  the  patent 
ofPaterds.     ^^  declared  void  j  that  although  it  was  pretended 

that  the  improvements  of  the  machine,  for  which  alone 
the  second  patent  was  granted,  were  particularly 
described  and  ascertained  in  the  specification,  yet 
that  it  was  in  fact  the  whole  machine  (including  in- 
deed those  improvements),  which  was  so  described, 
without  ascertaining  the  newly  invented  parts*  That 
the  patent  was  not  for  the  whole  machine,  but  for  a 
part  only,  so  that  no  person  looking  only  to  the  second 
specification,  or  to  that  and  the  patent  to  which  it 
appertained,  could  inform  himself  for  what  parts  of 
the  machine  that  patent  was  granted :  such  know* 
ledge  could  only  be  acquired  by  looking  to  both  the 
patents  and  specifications..  Unless  the  alteration  of 
or  addition  to  an  old  machine  be  bond  Jide  an  im- 
provement, and  useful  to  the  public,  the  crown 
could  not  grant  a  patent  for  it,  and  therefore  it 
should  appear  upon  the  face  of  the  instrument  itself 
what  the  improvement  was.  The  specification  ought 
to  inform  the  public  what  the  thing  is  for  which  the 
patent  is  granted,  and  how  it  is  to  be  made ;  and 
not  merely  inform  them  where  else  that  information 
was  to  be  required ;  that  no  person  applying  to  the 
specification  of  one  patent  is  bound  to  know  that 
another  has  been  granted.  If  inquiry  be  necessary 
to  be  made  for  facts  dehors  the  instrument  itself,  it 
was  difficult  to  say  where  the  line  should  be  to  bq 
drawn  J  references  might  as  well  be  made  to  dic- 
tionaries of  arts  and  sciences,  philosophical  transac- 
tions, &c.  as  to  other  patents  and  specifications. 
The  patentee  was  not  to  throw  on  the  party  the 
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trouble,  and  expense,  and  loss  of  time  of  acquir-  Infringement 
ing  the  knowledge  of  his  invention,  by  investiga-  ^  ^g^*' 
tion  and  comparison*  That  it  might  be  doubtful 
whether  a  direct  reference  to  the  former  specifica- 
tion would  have  sufficed,  but  that,  in  the  present 
case  there  was  no  such  reference,  but  the  two 
instruments  were  endeavoured  to  be  connected 
through  the  intervention  of  the  second  and  first 
patents.  If  there  were  a  succession  of  patents  for 
several  improvements  ending  at  different  periods,  it 
might  be  extremely  difficult  for  a  person  to  collect 
from  specifications  of  this  kind  the  periods  when  the 
several  inventions  would  be  open  to  the  public. 
Tliat  the  true  sense  of  the  condition  was  to  give 
the  public  direct  and  complete  information  of  the 
manner  of  executing  the  invention,  without  further 
search  or  trouble. 

Lord  EUenborough,  at  the  conclusion  of  the  ar- 
gument, observed,  that  he  had  been  disposed  to 
think  that  it  was  a  departure  from  the  terms  of  the 
proviso  for  the  patentee  merely  to  tell  the  inquirer, 
who  came  to  consult  the  specification,  how  he  might 
learn  what  the  invention  was,  instead  of  giving  him 
that  information  directly.  But  he  felt  himself  im- 
pressed by  an  observation  which  had  been  made  in 
the  course  of  the  argument  by  Mr.  J.  Le  Blanc,  that 
the  trouble  and  labour  of  referring  to  and  compiaring 
the  former  specification  with  the  latter,  would  be 
fully  as  great,  if  the  patentee  only  described  in  this' 
the  precise  improvements  upon  the  former  machine. 
Keference,  indeed,  must  often  be  necessaiily  made 
in  these  cases  to  matters  of  general  science,  or 

s  2 
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Model  not 
necessary. 


Infringement  the  party  must  Carry  a  reasonable  knowledge  of  the 
^    ^     **     subject-matter  with  him,  in  order  clearly  to  com- 
prehend specifications  of  this  nature,  though  fairly 
intended  to  be  made. 

The  court  afterwards  certified  in  favour  of  the 
patent  (a). 

It  is  not  necessary  to  set  forth  a  model  or  drawings 
provided  the  patentee  so  describes  the  invention  as 
to  enable  artists  to  adopt  it  when  his  monopoly  ex- 
pires ;  and  if  a  drawing  or  model  has  been  made, 
and  a  person  copies  the  improvement  and  makes  a 
machine  in  a  different  form,  this  will  be  an  infringe* 
ment  of  the  patent,  because,  although  the  form  has 
been  varied,  the  mechanical  improvement  would 
have  been  introduced  into  the  machine,  and  it  is  for 
the  mechanical  improvement,  and  not  the  form  of 
the  machine,  that  the  patent  is  granted  (6). 


Practice  in 
equity. 


Injunctions 
granted  in 
thje  first  in- 
stance where 
there  has 
been  posses- 
sion under 
the  patent. 


The  practice  of  courts  of  equity  in  granting  in- 
junctions in  cases  of  patents,  was  so  fully  explained 
by  Lord  Eldon  on  a  recent  occasion  (c),  that  it 
would  be  difficult  to  find  a  case  which  contains  any 
doctrine  upon  that  subject  which  is  not  fully  stated 
there. 

Where  a  patent  has  been  granted,  and  there  has 
been  an  exclusive  possession  of  some  duration  under 

(fl)  11  East.  101. 

(h)  2  H.  Bl.  479.    Ex  parte  Fox,  1  V.  &  B«  67. 

(c)  Hill  V,  Thompson,  3  Meriv.  622. 
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it,  the  court  will  interpose  its  injunction  without  Infringement 
putting  the  party  previously  to  establish  the  validity  ^^^^^"^^'  - 
of  his  patent  by  an  action  at  law;  it  will  give  so 
much  credit  to  the  apparent  right,  as  to  restrain 
the  invasion  of  it,  and  continue  that  interposition 
till  the  apparent  right  has  been  displaced  (a). 
Thus,  upon  the  great  question  which  arose  upon 
Mr.  Watt's  patent,  which  we  have  seen  was  a  case 
of  so  much  doubt  that  the  judges  of  the  Common 
Pleas  were  equally  divided  upon  it,  the  injunction 
was  granted  till  the  question  could  be  tried ;  and,  as 
Lord  Eldon  has  observed,  upon  the  sole  ground  of 
the  possession  by  the  patentees  against  all  man- 
kind (6).  After  the  argument  in  the  Common  Pleas, 
a  motion  was  made  to  dissolve,  which  Lord  Rosslyh 
not  only  refused,  but  also  to  put  the  patentees  upon 
the  acceptance  of  any  terms  which  they  might  think 
disadvantageous  to  the  right  of  which  they  were  in 
full  possession  (c). 

But  where  the  patent  is  modern,  and  upon  an  ap-  Where  pa- 

,.      ,.         ,     .  1      /»  •    •         .•  'A    •  ^^^^  modem 

plication  being  made  tor  an  injunction,  it  is  en-  a  trial  is  first 
deavoured  to  be  shown  in  opposition  to  it,  that  directed, 
there  is  no  good  specification,  or  otherwise  that 
the  patent  ought  not  to  have  been  granted,  the 
court  will  not,  from  its  own  notions  respecting  the 
matter  in  dispute,  act  upon  the  presumed  validity 
or  invalidity  of  the  patent,  without  the  right  having 
been  previously  ascertained  by  a  trial  at  law,  and 

(a)  3  Merir.  624«.  628.    Vide  also  14  Ves.  130. 

(b)  14<  Yes.  132.  The  patentees  had  been  in  possession  twenty- 
seyen  years,  the  patent  before  its  expiration  having  been  renewed 
by  act  of  parliament  for  twenty-five  years. 

(c)  Bolton  V.  Bull,  3  Ves.  140. 
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Infringement  oblige  him  to  establish  the  valixlity  of  his  patent  in 
^  a  court  of  law,  before  it  will  grant  him  the  benefit 

of  an  injunction  {a). 
In  what  If,  upon  dissolving  an  injunction,  the  court  sees 

at  law  is        Sufficient  ground  for  doubt,  it  will  either  direct  an 
directed  and  iggue,  or  an  action :  and  it  will  sometimes  add  to  its 

an  account 

to  be  kept  in  more  general  directions,  that  the  party  against  whom 
«ie  mean       ^j^g  application  is  made,  shall  keep  an  account  pend- 

ing  the  discontinuance  of  the  injunction,  in  order 
that  if  it  shall  finally  turn  out  that  the  plaintiff  has 
a  right  to  the  protection  he  seeks,  amends  may  be 
made  for  the  injury  occasioned  by  the  resistance  to 
his  just  demands  (b). 
Proceedings  Ajfter  the  trial  at  law,  if  the  party  who  contested 
trial'^at  faw.    *^®  validity  of  the  patent  is  successful,  he  will  be 

entitled  to  come  before  the  court  to  demand  the 
costs  and  expenses  he  has  sustained,  by  being 
brought  into  a  court  of  equity  by  an  aileron  or 
right,  which  has  not  been  supported  (c).  If  the 
patentee  is  successful,  he  may  apply  to  revive  the 
injunction,  a  motion  which  is  generally  granted. 
In  the  case,  however,  from  which  the  above  doctrine 
is  collected,  the  plaintiff  having  obtained  a  verdict, 
applied  to  revive  the  injunction,  and  it  was  objected, 
that  the  defendants  intended  to  move  for  a  new 


(a)  S  Meriv.  624.  628.  The  circumstance  that  the  right  had 
not  previously  been  established  at  law^  appears  in  one  case 
to  have  been  made  the  subject  of  a  demurrer,  which  it  is 
scarcely  necessary  to  add  was  overruled*  Hicks  v.  Raincock, 
2  Dick.  647. 

(6)  3  Meriv.  628. 629.  Vide  also  Lord  Cochrane  S).  Smethurst, 
Dav.  on  Pat.  355.  n. 

(c)  lb,  629. 
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trial.  Lord  Eldon  therefore  refused  to  revive  till  Infnngmeta 
the  result  of  that  application  should  be  known ;  ^  ^^^^^^' 
directing,  however,  the  parties  to  continue  in  the 
interim  to  keep  the  account,  which  had  been  di* 
rected  on  a  former  occasion  upon  dissolving  the  in- 
juncti(Hi. 
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;  CHAPTER  XIII. 

Of  Iiy  unctions  to  restrain  the  Infringement  of  Copy- 

right. 

The  jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity  in  interposing 
by  injunction  to  restrain  the  violation  of  copyright 
has  been  assumed  merely  for  the  purpose  of  making 
effectual  the  legal  right.  Adequate  relief  cannot  be 
given  by  any  action  for  damages.  It  is  impossible 
to  lay  before  a  jury  the  whole  evidence  as  to  all  the 
publications  which  go  out  to  the  world  to  the  plain- 
tiff's prejudice ;  and  the  sale  of  copies  by  the  de- 
fendant is  in  such  instance,  not  only  taking  away 
the  profit  upon  the  individual  book,  which  the 
plaintiff  probably  would  have  sold,  but  may  injure 
him  to  an  incalculable  extent,  which  no  inquiry  for 
the  purpose  of  damages  can  ascertain  (a). 


\  i  I 


•ThesStatutes  upon  which  the  right  to  this  im- 
piofrtant  branch  of  property  at  present  rests  are  the 

Books.  following  :— 

8  Ann,4^'li9'.^     By  the  8  Ann,  c.  19.  an  author  and  his  assigns  had 

j.(     the  sole  liberty  of  printing  and  reprinting  his  works 

for  the  term  of  fourteen  years  and  no  longer,  and  if 

(a)  8  Ves.  22 j.     17  Ves.  424. 


INFRINGEMENT   OF   COPYRIGHT.  265 

at  the  end  of  that  term  the  author  himself  were  Statutes. 
living,  the  right  was  to  return  to  him  for  another  "" 

term  of  the  same  duration. 

As  before  the  Union  no  statute  existed  to  protect  41  Geo.  s. 
copyright  in  Ireland,  by  the  41  Geo.  8.  c.  IO7. 
similar  provisions  were  extended  to  the  whole  of  the 
United  Kingdom. 

By  the  54  Geo.  3.  c.  156,  the  author,  or  his  as-  ^^  Geo.  3. 

c.  156. 

signee  or  assigns,  have  the  sole  liberty  of  printing 
and  reprinting  for  the  full  term  of  twenty-eight  years, 
to  commence  from  the  day  of  publication ;  and  also, 
if  the  author  be  living  at  the  end  of  that  period,  for 
the  residue  of  his  natural  life  (a). 

By  the  12  Geo.  2.  c.  SQ.  the  importation  of  l^^eo.2. 
books  reprinted  abroad,  and  first  composed  or  writ-  ""'  ' 
ten  and  printed  in  Great  Britain,  is  prohibited  under 
certain  penalties,  with  a  proviso,  not  to  prevent  the 
importation  of  any  book  inserted  among  other  books 
or  tracts  to  be  sold  therewith  in  any  collection, 
where-  the  greatest  part  of  such  collection  shall  have 
been  first  composed  or  written  and  printed  abroad. 

By  the  15  Geo.  3.  c.  53.  the  Universities  in  15  Geo.  .s. 
England  and  Scotland  (and  by  the  41  Geo.  S.  ^'^^* 
c.  107.  s.  3.  Trinity  College,  Dublin,)  and  Eton, 
Westminster,  and  Winchester,  are  enabled  to  hold 
in  perpetuity  their  Copyright  in  books  given  or  be- 
queathed to  them,  for  the  advancement  of  useful 
learning  and  other  purposes  of  education. 

By  the  8  Geo.  2.  c.  13.  the  property  in  certain  Printe. 

*  8  Geo.  2. 

(a)  It  has  been  established  upon  the  construction  of  this  act,  c-  *3" 
that  an  author  whose  works  had  been  published  more  than  twenty- 
eight  years  before  the  passing  of  it,  was  not  entitled  to  the  copy- 
right for  life.     Brooke  v.,  Clarke,  1  B.  &  A.  396. 
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Status.       prints  (as  to  which  see  the  next  statute)  is  vested  in 

-   ~        ^  the  inventors,  &c.  for  14  years,  from  the  day  of 

publishing,  which  shall  be  truly  engraved  with  the 

name  of  the  proprietor  on  each  print,  and  the  statute 

inflicts  on  persons  printing  the  same  without  the 

consent  of  the  proprietor,  the  penalty  of  forfeiting 

the  plate,  the  sheets  on  which  the  prints  are  copied, 

and  5s.  for  every  print,  &c. 

7  Geo.  3.  By  the  7  Geo.  8.  c.  57.  (by  which  the  provisions 

^  '   '  of  the  last  act  are  amended  and  extended)  the  sole 

right  of  printing  and  reprinting,  intended  tobe  secured 
by  both  the  acts,  is  declared  to  be  extended,  con- 
tinued, and  vested  for  the  term  of  twenty-eight  years, 
in  all  and  every  person  and  persons  who  shall  invent 
or  design,  engrave,  etch,  or  work  in  mezzotinto 
or  chiaro  oscuro,  or  from  his  own  work,  design,  or 
invention,  shall  cause  or  procure  to  be  designed, 
engraved,  etched,  or  worked  *  in  mezzotinto,  or 
chiaro  oscuro,  any  historical  print  or  prints,  or  any 
print  or  prints  of  any  portrait,  conversation,  land- 
scape, or  architecture!  map,  chart,  or  plan,  or  any 
print  or  prints  whatsoever.  The  17  Geo.  3.  c.  57. 
gives  a  special  action  on  the  case  to  recover  da- 
mages. 
Whether  the  ^t  has  been  determined  upon  these  statutes  that 
insertion  of   j^q^Jj^  tjjg  ^f^  ^nd  the  name  of  the  engraver  must  be 

the  nam^  and  -i  t  .        .  ••  % 

date  on  the  engraved  on  the  prmt,  in  order  to  entitle  a  party  to 

^iw?J  to"  *^®  penalty  imposed  by  the  statute  of  Geo.  2,  (a). 

support  an  But  how  far  these  circumstances  are  necessary  to 

kw  or  suit  in  Support  an  action  at  law,  or  a  bill  for  an  injunction, 

equity.  and  an  account,  is  at  present  vexata  questio.     Lord 

(a)  Sayer  v,  Dicey,  3  Wils.  60. 
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Hardwicke  (a)  was  of  opinion,  that  the  clause  in  the  stahae$. 
act  was  only  directory,  and  that  the  property  was 
vested  absolutely  in  the  engraver,  although  the  day 
of  publication  was  not  mentioned,  and  compared  it  to 
the  clause  under  the  statute  of  Ann,  which  requires 
entry  at  Stationers'  Hall,  upon  the  construction  of 
which,  it  has  been  determined,  that  the  property 
vests,  although  the  direction  has  not  been  complied 
with(&).  Lord  EUenborough  also  held  at  nisi  prim, 
that  an  action  might  be  maintained,  although  the 
proprietor's  name  was  not  inscribed,  observing  that 
the  interest  was  vested  by  the  statute,  and  that 
the  common  law  gave  the  remedy  (c).  On  the  other 
hand,  it  appears  to  have  been  taken  for  granted  by 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  the  case  of  Thompson 
V.  Symonds  ((f),  though  it  became  unnecessary  to 
decide  the  point,  that  both  the  name  and  the  date 
should  appear ;  the  date^  Lord  Kenyon  observed,  is 
of  importance^  that  the  public  may  know  the 'period 
of  the  monopoly ;  the  name  should  appear,  in  order 
that  those  who  wish  to  copy  it,  may  know  to  whom 
to  apply  for  consent.  In  the  case  of  Harrison  v. 
Hogg  (e)  (where  it  also  became  unnecessary  to  de- 
cide the  point).  Lord  Alvanley  stated  it  to  be  his 
opinion,  that  he  differed  from  Lord  HardMricke,  and      < 

(a)  Blackwell  v.  Harper,  3  Atk.  95.  Bam.  Ch.  Rep.  213.    This  > 
case,  as  well  as  Jefferys  v.  Baldwin,  Amb.  164;.  are  rendered  an-  "  '  ^ 
important  by  the  provisions  of  the  7th  Geo.  3.  c.  57* 

(b)  Vide  post,  p.  272. 

(c)  Roworth  i;.  Wilks,  1  Campb.  97. 

(d)  5  T.  R.  41. 

(e)  2  Ves.  jun.  S23. 
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StahUn. 


Sculptures, 
models,  &c. 


Patterns  for 
linens, 
cottons,  &c. 


that  he  believed  the  insertion  of  the  naine  and  date 
to  be  essential  to  the  plaintiflF's  right. 

The  principal  point  determined  in  the  above  case 
of  Thompson  v.  Symonds  was,  that  the  assignee  of 
a  print  may  maintain  an  action  under  the  17  Geo.  3., 
and  that  in  such  action  it  is  not  necessary  to  produce 
the  plate  itself  in  evidence,  one  of  the  prints  taken 
from  the  original  plate  being  good  evidence. 

It  has  recently  been  determined  at  rusi  pritis^  by 
analogy  to  those  caTses  in  equity,  which  have  decided 
that  there  can  be  no  copyright  in  a  particular  sub- 
ject{a\  that  where  an  engraving  has  been  made 
from  a  picture,  it  is  not  a  piracy  to  make  another 
engraving  from  the  original  picture  (ft). 

There  are  two  other  sorts  of  property,  of  a  nature 
in  some  measure  connected,  and  which  are  also 
protected  by  similar  statutes. 

By  the  54  Geo.  S.  c.  23.  (which  amended  and 
extended  the  provisions  of  the  38  Geo.  3.  c.  71.  (^))> 
the  property  of  all  original  sculptures,  models,  copies, 
and  casts,  are  vested  in  the  first  maker  of  them,  with 
.  an  additional  term  of  fourteen  years,  in  case  they 
shall  be  living  at  the  end  of  that  time. 
,  -By  the  34  Geo.  3.  c.  23.  (which  amended  and  ex- 
tended the  27  Geo.  3.  c.  38.)  the  property  in  all 
original  patterns  for  printing  linens,  cottons,  calicos, 
or  muslins,  are  vested  in  the  designers,  printers,  and 
proprietors,  for  three  months,  to  commence  from  the 


{a)  Vide  post.  p.  282. 

(5)  De  Berenger  v.  Weble,  2  Stark.  N.  P.  C.  548. 
(c)  An  instance  of  the  absurdity  and  inefficiency  of  this  act, 
will  be  found  in  the  case  of  Gahagan  v.  Cooper^  3  Ciunpb.  111. 
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day. of  first  pubiiahing  therepf,  which  shaJl be rtrulyt  Prera^ive 
printed,  with  the  name  of  the  printer  or  proprietor  ^^^^^  ^' 
at  each  end  of  every  such  piece  of  linen,  &c.  lit  has 
not  been  determined  upon  this  statute,  whether.  aH 
action  can  be  supported,  though  the  requisites  as  to 
the  date  and  name  are  not  complied  with.  The 
only  determination  upon  it  is  the  case  of  Mackmurdo 
V.  Smith  (flr),  when  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  were  of 
opinion  that  the  omission  of  an  averment  in  the  de- 
claration, ."  that  the  day,  &c.  was  printed,"  was 
aided  by  verdict,  it  being  stated  in  the  declaration, 
that  the  defendants  pirated  the  pattern  within  the 
term  of  three  months  from  the  day  of  the  first  pubr 
lishing  thereof,  and  while  the  plaintifis  were  entitled 
to  have  the  sole  right  of  printing  the  same. 


The  final  decision  upon  the  much  agitated  question  Preroeative 
as  to  the  common  law  right  of  an  author  to  his  c<>py"g^^ 
literary  productions,  has  excluded  any  other  title  in 
authors  or  their  assigns,  except  that  which  they  derive      "'     ,.  ' 
under  these  statutes  [b). 

There  is,  however,  one  acknowledged  exception 
to  this  rule,  in  respect  of  that  right  vested  by  jpre- 
rogative  in  the  crown,  to  the  exclusive  publication 
of  certain  works,  and  which  has  been  made  the  sub- 
ject of  grant,  from  time  to  time,  to  various  patentees. 

(a)  7T.  R.518. 

(6)  Donaldson  v.  Beckett,  2  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  129. 
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Prerogative    These  are,  the  exclusive  privilege  of  printing^  acts 
^^^^^  ^'      of  parliament,  proclamations,  orders  of  council,  &c. 
'  liturgies,  and  books  of  divine  service  (a). 

Bible.  The  translation  of  the  Bible  is  also  one  of  those 

works  which,  notwithstanding  some  doubts  occa* 
sionally  thrown  out  to  the  contrary  (i),  appears  tobe 
a  prerogative  copy  (c). 

Almanacks.        An  exclusive  right  was  also  supposed  to  exist  in 

the  crown  of  printing  almanacks:  this  had  been 
granted  by  letters  patent  of  James  I.  to  the  Stationers' 
Company,  and  the  universities  of  Oxford  and  Cam- 
bridge;  and  though  the  right  had  never  been 
solemnly  determined  at  law,  yet  it  was  considered^ 
so  fully  established,  that  injunctions  had  frequently 
been  granted  upon  it  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  (rf)^ 
A  bookseller,  however,  of  the  name  of  Caman,  de- 
termined to  try  this  right,  printed  and  sold  large 
quantities  of  almanacks,  upon  which  a  bill  for  an 
injunction  and  an  account  was  filed  against  him  in 
the  Exchequer  by  the  two  universities  and  the  Sta- 
tioners' Company  :  a  case  was  directed  to  the  court 
of  C.  B.  as  to  the  validity  of  that  patent.  After  two 
arguments,  that  court  certified  against  the  legality 

(a)  2  BL  Com.  410.  Coxn^any  of  Stationers'  case,  2  Ch.  Ca. 
76.  Basket  v.  Cunningham,  2  Eden,  137.  1  Bl,  Rep.  370.  Eyre 
V.  Caman,  cit.  6  Ves.  697.  Basket  v.  University  of  Cambridge, 
2  Burr.  661.     IBl.Rep.  105, 

(A)  Anon.  1  Vern.  120.  Hill  v.  University  of  Oxford,  ib.  275. 
Grierson  v,  Jackson,  Iris?^  T.  R.  304. 

(c)  2  Bh  Com.  405.  Basket  v.  Parsons,  6  Ves.  699.  Basket  v. 
Watson,  ib.  Universities  of  Oxford  and  Cambridge  v.  Richardson^ 
6  Ves.  689. 

{d)  Stationers*  Company  v.  Lee,  2  Ch.  Ca.  66.  Same  v.  Wright, 
ib.  76.    Same  v.  Partridge,  cit  2  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  137.  , 
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of  the  patent,  and  the  court  of  Exchequer  dismissed  Prerogative 
the  bill.     A  bill  was  afterwards  brought  into  the  ^^^'S^'^- 
House  of  Commons  to  revest  that  monopoly,  but  was 
rejected  by  a  considerable  majority  (a). 

There  is  another  species  of  copyright  in  some 
measure  resembling  the  last,  and  said  to  be  founded  Trials  before 
not  on  property,  bht  the  public  interest,  according  !^®  House  of 
to  which  the  House  of  Lords  has,  on  certain  occa- 
sions, asserted  to  itself  the  exclusive  privilege  of 
directing  and  granting  the  publication  of  its  judicial 
proceedings.  It  has  accordingly,  in  every  case  of 
impeachment  or  indictment  since  the  time  of  Dr. 
SacheverelPs  trial,  made  orders  that  the  Lord 
Chancellor  for  the  time  being  should  cause  the  trial 
to  be  published,  with  a-  prohibition  to  other  per- 
sons to  publish  it.  Upon  the  foundation  of  an  order 
of  this  nature,  an  injunction  was  granted  by  Lord 
Bathurst,  before  answer,  to  restrain  the  publication 
of  the  trial  of  the  Duchess  of  Kingston  {b) ;  and 
upon  this  precedent  Lord  Erskine  granted  an  in- 
junction  until  the  hearing,  to  restrain  the  publication 
of  Lord  Melville's  trial  (c).  It  is  to  be  regretted 
that  the  right  was  in  neither  of  these  occasions  dis- 
cussed at  the  hearing,  as  in  the  former  the  defend- 
ant submitted,  and  the  latter  ended  in  a  compro- 
mise. There  is  a  distinction  between  the  two  cases, 
which  is  noticed  by  Lord  Erskine,  but  not  as  if  he 
thought  it  made  any  material  difference :  the  House 


(a)  Vide  Ridgway's  edition  of  Lord  Erskine's  Speeches,  Vol.  I^ 
S5. 

(b)  Bathurst  v.  Kearsley,  East.  1776,  cit.  13  Ves.  B04f. 

(c)  Gumey  v.  Longman,  13  Ves.  493. 
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Ses«iion8 
Paper, 


Construction  of  Lords  had  permitted  the  Duchess  of  Kingston 
tfAnws^^^^^  to  employ  a  person  to  take  notes,  she  had  delivered 

the  notes  to  her  counsel  to  be  corrected,  and  had 

afterwards  delivered  the  copy  so  corrected  to  the 
defendant,  with  directions  to  publish  them  for  her 
protection. 

There  is  still  an  earlier  case,  founded  upon  the 
same  principle,  and  which  is  more  satisfactory,  as 
having  been  established  at  the  hearing.  A  bill  was 
filed  by  printers,  who  had  bought  from  the  Lord 
Mayor  the  copies  of  the  Sessions  Paper ;  upon  which 
Lord  Hardwicke,  upon  the  ground  of  its  having 
been  always  usual  for  the  Lord  Mayor  to  appoint  a 
printer  of  the  trials,  and  to  take  a  consideration  for 
it,  granted  an  injunction  till  the  hearing.  The  cause 
afterwards  came  on  .before  Lord  Northington,  and 
the  injunction  was  made  perpetual  by  him  at-  the 
hearing  (a). 


Entry  at 
Stationers* 
Hall  not 
neceuary. 


It  will  here  be  proper  to  notice  certain  deter- 
minations upon  the  construction  given  to  the  statute 
of  Anne,  to  show  what  publications  have  been  con- 
sidered as  entitled  to  the  protection  which  is  given 
by  it,  and  in  general  in  what  cases  the  courts  of  equity 
have  thought  proper  to  interpose. 

It  is  provided  by  the  second  section  of  this  statute, 
that  no  bookseller,  printer,  or  other  person,  should 
be  subjected  to  the  forfeitures  or  penalties  therein 


(a)  Manby  v.  Owen,  cit.  Burr.  2330.  S.  C,  MS. 
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mentioned,  unless  the  title  to  the  copy  of  such  book  Cor^ruction 
or  books  should  before  publication,  be  entered  in  the  ^{jAime!'^^^ 

register  book  of  the  Conipany  of  Stationers.    It  was  

doubted,  upon  the  construction  of  this  clause,  whether 
an  author  who  had  not  entered  his  work,  could 
ibaintaih  an'  action  on  the  case  for  damages  against 
a  person  pirating  his  work.     The  court  of  King's  .,... 

Bench  held,  that  the  statute  having  vested  the  right 
in  the  aiithor,  the  common  law  gave  the  remedy  by 
action  on  the  case  for  the  violation  of  it  {a).  It  had 
been  before  decided  in  equity,  that  it  was  no  ob- 
jection to  a  bill  for  an  injunction  and  an  account, 
thaf  the  book  had  not  been  registered  at  Stationers* 
Hall  (i). 

It  waJ3  decided  by  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  Acting  not  a 
that  evidence  of  the  defendants  having  acted  a  ^^ 
dramatic  composition  on  the  stage,  was  not  evidence 
of  a  publication  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
of  Arihe.  Mr.  Justice  Buller  observed,  that  report- 
ing any  thing'  from  memory,  could  never  be  a  pub- 
lication within  the  statute  j  the  mere  act  of  repeat- 
ing'could  not  be  left  as  evidence  to  the  jury  that  the 
defendant  had  pirated  the  work  itself  (c). 

InjuniCtions  have,  howiever,  in  two  instances,  been'  Injunctions 

i'      ^    J  ^  r     .    .  -       .^         i?        ••  ^  •      '         to  restrain 

granted  to  restrain  the  "  performing,  or  causing,  or  acting, 
permitting  to  be  performed"  dramatic  works,   of 
which  the  plaintiff  was  the  proprietor  (rf). 

(a)  Beckford  v.  Hood,  7  T.  R.,620. 

(ft)  Bailer  "v.  Walker,  cit.  2  Atk.  94.  Vide  ante,  p.  266,  as  to  the    •  ^  | 

"...  «  -  9 

compliance  with  the  directions  contained  in  the  statutes,  wi^ich^  |        ,  ,^i,^,tfi- 
vest  a  property  in  engravings  and  patterns. 

{c)  ^ColemMi  i;.  Wathen,  5  T.  R.  24.5. 

\d)  Morris  r.  Harris,  1814.    Morris  ©.  Kelly,  20th  June,  1820. 

T 
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Construction 
of  the  Statute 
of  Anne. 

Assignment 
must  be  in 
writing. 


Musical 
composition. 


It  has  also  been  determined  upon  this  statute,  that 
the  assignment  of  the  copyright  must  be  in  writ- 
ing (fl) ;  and  accordingly  evidence  of  the  plaintiff 
having  acquiesced  for  six  years  in  the  defendant's 
publication,  was  holden  not  to  prove  that  he  had 
transferred  his  interest  in  the  copyright  {b) ;  and 
that  a  receipt  given  by  him  for  money  received 
for  the  price  of  the  copyright,  would  not  preclude 
the  plaintiff  from  i»aintaining  the  action  (c).  But. 
in  a  case  where  a  witness  stated,  in  cross  examina- 
tion, that  he  had  heard  the  plaintiff  declare  that 
he  had  parted  with  all  his  interest  in  the  copyright, 
without  mentioning  in  what  manner  the  transfer  had 
taken  place,  the  plaintiff  was  nonsuited  (rf). 

It  has  been  determined,  upon  a  case  sent  out  of 
Chancery,  that  a  musical  composition  is  a  writing 
within  the  statute  of  Anne  (d).  A  question  lias  also 
been  considerably  agitated,  whether  a  composition 
published  on  a  single  sheet  qfpaper^  was  privileged 
as  a  book  within  that  statute ;  which,  after  consider- 
able doubt,  and  after  very  ingenious  and  interesting 
arguments,  has  also  been  decided  in  the  affinna- 
tive  (/).  And  it  has  been  further  determined,  that 
an  allegation,  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  author  of  a 
book,  being  a  musical  composition  called  A,  is  well 


(a)  Power  v.  Walker,  -tJCampb.  8.    2  M.  &  S.  7.     . 

(3)  Latour  v.  Bland,  2  Starkie,  S82. 

(c)  Ibid. 

(rf)  Moore  v.  Walker,  4  Campb.  8.  n.  Vide  post,  p.  288.  as  to 
the  practice  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  upon,  this  subject 

(e)  Bach  v.  Longman,  Cowp.  623. 

(y*)  Hime  v.  Dale,  2  Campb.  28.  n.  Clementi  v.  Gelding,  ib.  25. 
11  East.  244. 
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supported,  by  showing  him  to  have  been  the  author  Construction 
of  a  musical  composition  of  that  name,  comprised  in  %jinn^  "'* 

and  occupying  only  one  page  of  a  work  with  a  dif- — 

ferent  title,  which  contained  several  other  musical 
compositions  (a).  The  difficulty  in  these  cases  arose 
from  the  statute,  which  in  the  preamble  uses  the 
expression  "  books  and  other  writings,"  speaking  in 
the  enacting  part  only  of  "  book  or  books/' 

A  common  instance  of  the  interposition  of  a  court  Unpublished 
of  equity  is,  to  restrain  the  publication  of  Unpublished  MSS- 
MS8.  (J)).     Two  early  precedents  of  this,  are  the  • 
cases   of  Mr.  Webb,  who  had  his  Precedents  bf 
Conveyancing  stolen  out  of  his  chambers,  and  print- 
ed (c) ;   and   of  Mr.  Forrester,  whose  notes  were 
copied  by  the  clerk  of  a  gentleman  to  whom  he  had 
lent  them  (rf).    Upon  this  ground  an  injunction  was 
granted  to  restrain  the  publication  by  Dr.  Shebbeare 
and  Mr.  Gwynne  of  the  second  part  of  Lord  Claren- 
don's History :   it  had  been  delivered  by  Henry, 
Earl  of  Clarendon,  to  an  ancestor  of  the  defendant 
Gwynne,  with  liberty,  as  it  was  stated,  to  take  a 
copy  of  it,  and  make  what  use  of  it  he  thought  fit. 


(a)  White  D.  Geroch,  2  B.  &  A.  298. 

{h)  It  has  been  determined  at  law,  that  the  54  Geo.  d.  c.  156. 
does  not  impose  upon  authors,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  their 
deriving  any  benefit  under  that  act,  that  the  composition  should 
be  first  printed;  and  therefore  that  an  author  does  not  lose  his 
copyright  by  selling  his  work  in  MS«  before  it  is  printed.  White 
V.  Geroch,  2  B.  &  A.  298. 

(c)  Webb  V.  Rose,  24  May,  1732.  cit.  2  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed,  Toml. 
138. 

{(l)  Forrester  v.  Waller,  13  June,  1741.  ib. 

T  2 
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Construction  Lord  Northington,  however,  observed,  tKa*  it  was 
qfAnn^.  "  ^  ^^*  *^  ^®  presumed  that  Lord  Clarendon,  when  he 

gave .  a  copy  of  his  father's  work  to  Mr.  Gwynne^ 

intended  that  he  should  have  the  profit  of  multiplying 
it  in  print ;  that  Mr.  Gwynne  might  make  every  use 
of  it  except  that  (a).  In  Macklin  v.  Richardson  (i), 
the  defendant  had  employed  a  short-hand  writer  to 
take  down  the  farce  of  Love  a  la  Mode  upon  its  per- 
formance at  the  theatre,  and  inserted  one  act  in  a 
magazine,  and  gave  notice  that  the  second  act  would 
•be  published  in  the  magazine  of  the  following  month ; 
upon  which  an  injunction  was  granted. 

In  the  case  of  the  late  Dr.  Paley,  who  left  certain 

manuscripts  to  be  given  to  his  own  parishioners  only, 

a  bookseller,  who  had  obtained  possession  of  them, 

was  restrained  from  publishing  them  (c). 

Matters  be-       A  case  has  been  mentioned  in  argument  at  the 

Privy  ^        ^^^  (^)»  i^  which  the  Attorney  General,  on  grounds  of 

Council.        public  policy,  obtained  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 

publication  of  matters  in  the  Privy  Council. 
Injunction  to  Upon  the  same  principle  the  publication  of  private 
restrain  pub-  letters,  forming  a  literary  composition,  has  been  re- 
private  strained.  The  first  instance  of  this  was  the  case  of 
ing  1"^^^^^^  Pope  V.  Curl  (e).  The  defendant  was  attempting  to  re- 
composition,  publish  in  England  letters  of  Pope,  Swift,  and  others, 

(a)  Duke  of  Queensberry  v.  Shebb«are,  2.£den,  d29.  soothe  bare 
delivery  of  the  copy  to  be  printed,' does  not  divest  the  right  out  of 
theauthor.    Knaplock  v.  Curl^ 4>  Yin.  Ab..278. 

(5)  Amb.  694. 

\c)  Cit.  2  V.  &  B.  23. 

((f)  lb.  21. 

(e)  2  Atk.  342. 
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which  had  been  already  surreptitiously  published  in  Construction 
Ireland.     Lord  Hardwicke  restrained  the  defendant  ffjn„e! 

from  printing,  publishing,  and  vending  those  letters,  — 

of  which  the  plaintiff  asserted  himself  to  be  the 
author.  He  said  that  letters,  though  familiar,  might 
form  a  literary  composition,  in  which  the  author 
retains  his  copyright,  and  does  not,  by  sending  them 
to  the  person  to  whom  they  are  addressed,  authorise 
him,  or  a  third  person,  to  use  them  for  the  pur- 
pose of  profit,  by  publishing  them  against  the  interest 
and  intention  of  the  author ;  that  by  sending  the 
letters,  though  he  parts  with  the  property  of  the 
paper,  he  does  not  part  with  the  property  of  copy- 
right in  the  composition.  Upon  this  authority  Lord 
Bathurst  granted  an  injunction  against  the  widow 
of  Mr.  Stanhope,  and  Dodsley,  the  bookseller,  to 
restrain  the  publication  of  Lord  Chesterfield's  let- 
ters (a). 

The  question  in  these  cases,  as  observed  by  Sir 
T.  Plumer,  arose,  whether,  where  letters  had  the 
character  of  literary  composition^  the  transmission  of 
them  to  the  person  to  whom  they  were  addressed, 
deprived  the  author  of  his  power  over  them  as  his 
composition,  so  far  as  to  authorise  a  pubiication 
without  his  consent*  And  it  has  been  decided,  ob- 
served his  Honour,  that  by  sending  a  letter,  the 
writer  does  not  give  the  receiver  the  power  of  pub- 
lishing it:  that  whether  he  is  to  be  considered  as 
a  joint  proprietor  or  not,  letters  may  have  the  cha- 
racter of  literary  composition  stamped  upon  them, 
so  that  they  are  within  the  spirit  of  the  act  of  paar- 

(«)  Thompson  v.  Stanhope,  Amfo.  797. 
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Not  to  re- 
strain all 
letters^ 


ConstrucHon  liament  protecting  literary  property ;  and  a  violation 
%'Antie!    ^  ^^  *^®  right  in  that  instance,  is  attended  with  the 

• same  consequences  as  in  the  case  of  an  unpublished 

manuscript  of  an  original  composition  of  any  other 
description. 

His  Honour  then  proceeded  to  observe,  that  ad- 
mitting that  private  letters  might  have  the  character 
of  literary  composition,  the  application  of  a  right  to 
restrain  as  a  universal  rule,  extending  to  every  letter 
which  any  person  writes  upon  any  subject,  appeared 
to  go  a  great  w^y,  as  it  included  all  mercantile  letters, 
all  letters  passing  between  individuals,  not  only  upon 
business,  but  on  every  subject  that  can  occur  in  the 
intercourse  of  private  life.     If  in  every  such  in^ 
stance,  the  publication  might,  upon  this  doctrine,  be 
restrained  as  a  violation  of  literary  property  j  what* 
ever  might  be  the  intention,  the  effect  would  fre- 
quently be  to  deprive  an  individual  of  his  defence, 
by  proving  agency,  orders  for  goods,  the  truth  of 
his  assertion^  or  any  other  fact,  in  the  proof  of  which 
letters  might  fcrm  the  chief  ingredient. 
Not  where         Upon  this  principle  his  Honour,  in  th^  case  from 
necessary  to   whence  these  observations  are  takeni  dissolved  an 
party's  cha.    i^j^^^^^^  against  publishing  private  letters,  alleged 
racter.  to  have  been  obtained  from  an  agent,  to  whom  they 

were  sent  in  confidence ;  the  answer  denying  con- 
fidence,  and  avowing  the  defendant's  object  in  pub- 
lishing them  in  a  newspaper,  of  which  he  was  the 
proprietor,  to  be  not  profit,  but  the  vindication  of 
his  character  from  the  imputation  publicly  cast  upon 
him  by  the  plaintiff  of  giving  false  intelligence  (a). 


(a)  Lord  ^d  Lady  Perceval  v,  Phipps,  $J  V.  ^  B,  19, 
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A  court  of  equity  will,  however,  interfere  to  pre-  Construction 
vent  the  publication  of  letters  which  would  be  a  ^Jnne. 

breach  of  trust  or  confidence,  the  plaintiff  having  a  — ; ^ — 

right  of  preventing  the  publication,  independent  of  J^^ere  publi- 
any  original  copyright :  an  injunction  was  accord-  cation  would 
ingly  granted  to  restrain  the  publication  of  letters  of  trust. 
from  an  old  lady  under  a  weak  attachment  to  a  young 
man,  there  having  been  an  agreement  not  to  publish 
the  letters,  but  to  deliver  them  up  for  valuable  con- 
sideration, and  a  sum  of  money  having  been  actually 
paid  to  the  defendant  (a).  In  a  case  before  Lord  Man- 
ners upon  a  bill  filed  by  an  executor,  it  appeared  that 
the  defendant,  wlio  was  a  relation  of  the  testatrix, 
and  as  such  had  been  permitted  to  reside  in  her 
house  in  Dublin,  where  she  left  a  great  number  of 
lettera,  had  refused  to  deliver  them  up,  and  threatened 
to  publish  them  by  subscription :  an  injunction  was 
accordingly  granted  to  restrain  the  publication  (&). 

Sir  T.  Plumer  has  alluded  to  another  class  of  cases  Whether 
under  this  head,  viz.  of  letters  consisting  of  the  cor-  of  co^e-^ 
respondence  between  friends  and  relations  upon  »pondence 

_     .         .  -  _    .  ,  .     between 

their  private  concerns.     "  It  is  not  necessary,  "  his  friends  and 
Honour  observed,  "  here  to  determine  how  far  such  ''«^^^]>^ 

would  be  re- 
letters  falling  into  the  hands  of  executors,  assignees  strained. 

of  bankrupts,  &c.  could  be  made  public  in  a  way  that 
must  frequently  be  very  injurious  to  the  feelings  of 
individuals.  I  do  not  mean  to  say  that  would  afford 
a  ground  for  a  court  of  equity  to  interpose  to  pre- 
vent a  breach  of  that  sort  of  confidence,  independent 
of  contract  and  property  (c)." 


(fl)  ■  V.  Eaton,  IS  Ap.  181S,  cit.  2  V.  &  B.  27. 

(5)  Earl  of  Granard  v.  Dunkin,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  209. 
(c)  2V.&B.28. 
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^.\ 


Constructian      It  has  been  determined  that  a  copyright  may  exist 
ofAnyie,  ^  ^  ^^  ^  Translation^  whether  it  be  produced  by  personal 

application  and  expense,  or  gift  {a). 

Translation.       vpj^^  court  has  refused  to  extend  an  injunction  to 

righUn^"       restrain  the  publication  of  the  specifications  of  pa- 
specification  tents,  which  were  part  of  an  original  work  that  jhiad 

of  patent.  *  .....*    ^  o 

been  pirated  (i). 

Additions.  An  author  may  also  have  a  copyright  in  part  qf 

a  worfc,  without  having  an  exclusive  right  to  th^ 
whole  (c).  Thus  Gray's  poems,  wjiich  had  been  for 
many  years  published,  were  collected  and  published, 
with  additional  pieces,  by  Mason ;  J^or4  Bathurst 
granted  an  injunction  as  to  the  publication  of  the 
additions  (c?).  There  is  also  a  prior  instance,  in 
which  Lord  Hardwicke  granted  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  defendants  from  printing  Milton's  Para- 
dise Lost  with  Dr.  Newton's  notes  (e). 

4bridgment.  ^^here  a  book  is  colourably  shortened  only,  it 
is  undoubtedly  within  tjie  meaning  of  the  act  of 
parliament,  as  a  mere  evasion  of  the  statute,  and 
cannot  be  called  an  Abridgment  (jT).  Injunctions 
have  accordingly  been  frequently  granted,  against 
publications  which  were  merely  colourable  abridg- 
ments (g-).  But  this,  as  observe^  by  Lord  Hard- 
wicke, must  not  be  carried  too  far,  so  as  to  restrain 

(a)  Wyatt  v.  Barnard,  3  V.  &  B.  77.     Burnett  r.  Chetwood, 
2,Meriv.  4?41.  n. 

{b)  Wyatt  v.  Barnard,  sup. 

(c)  Gary  v.  Longman,  1  East.  35fif. 

{d)  Mason  v.  Murray,  cit.  ib. 

(e)  Tonson  v.  Walker,  cit.  Burr.  2326. 
j  (/)  Gyles  V.  Wilcox,  3  Atk.  143. 

I  ^  {g)  Bell  v.  Walker,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  451.  Butterworth  v.  Robinson, 

■  5  Ves.  709. 
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persons  from  making  a  real  and  fair  abridgment,  for  ComtrucHon 
abridgments  may,  with  great  propriety,  be  called  a  %  ^„^^^  ^^ 
new  book ;  because  not  only  the  paper  and  print,   ■ 
but  the  invention,  learning,  aad  judgment  of  the 
author  is  shown  in  them,  and  in  many  cases  are 
extremely  useful  (a):     Accordingly  Sir  T,  Clarke 
dismissed  a  bill  for  an  injunction,  to  restrain  the 
publication  in  a  magazine,  of  a  fair  abridgment  of 
Rasselas  (b)^ 

The  same  doctrine  is  also  applied  to  extracts  and  Quotations, 
quotations.     There  is  no   doubt,  as   observed  by 
Lord  Eldon,  that  a  man  cannot,  under  pretence  of 
quotation,  publish  either  the  whole  or  part  of  another's 
work,  though  he  may  use,  what  is  in  all  cases  vpry 
diflScult  to  define, j&ir  quotation  (c).     f*  That  part  of 
the  work,'*  observed  Lord  EUenborough,  f*  of  one 
author  is  found  in  another,  is  pot  of  itself  piracy,  or 
sufficient  to  support  an  action ;  a  man  may  fairly 
adopt  part  of  the  work  of  another :  he  may  so  make 
use  of  another's  labours  for  the  promotion  of  science, 
and  the  benefit  of  the  public ;  but  having  done  so, 
the  question  will  be,  was  the  matter  so  taken  used 
fairly  with  that  view,  and  without  what  I  may  term 
the  animus  Jurandi  (rf)." 

But  if  an  encyclopaedia  or  review  copies  so  much 
of  a  book  as  to  serve  as  a  substitute  for  it,  this  is  an 

(a)  Gyles  v.  Wilcox,  2  Atk.  US. 

(6)  Dodsley  v.  Kinnersjey,  Amb.  408. 

(c)  17  Ves.  4245.    Whittingham  v.  Wooler,  Dec.  8,  1817. 

{d)  Gary  v.  Kea^sley,  5  £sp.  N.  P%  C»  170.  There  is  an  incon- 
sistency between  this  passage  and  an  observation  of  his  lordship  in 
Ro worth  V.  Wilksy  1  Campb.  97*  that  the  intention  to  pirate  is  not 
necessary,  it  is  enough  that  the  work  complained  of  is  in  substance 
a  copy. 
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Construction  actionable  violation  of  literary  property,  although 
oflnnei  ^  ^  there  may  have  been'  no  intention  to  pirate  it  {a). 

Accordingly,  in  a  late  case,  Lord  Eldon  directed  an 

action  to  try  whether  a  work  on  architecture  was 
original,  with  a  fair  use  of  another  work  by  quota- 
tion and  compilation  {V). 

Sir  W.  D.  Evans,  in  his  valuable  annotations  upon 
the  statute  relating  to  this  branch  of  law,  notices, 
that  writers  on  any  detached  subject,  as  the  Bankrupt 
Laws,  the  Poor  Laws,  the  Game  Laws,  &c.  have 
never  been  molested  in  printing  at  large  the   sta- 
tutes applicable  to  those  respective  subjects  (c), 
Copjnright  in      There  is  a  certain  species  of  publication,  such  as 
H!"^"       maps,  charts  (rf),  road-books,  calendars,  books  of 
though  not     chronology,  tables  of  interest,  &c.  in  which  it  has 
subject.         been  frequently  contended  tliat  no  copyright  could 

exist ;  but  though  copyright  cannot  subsist  in  the 
general  subjects  it  is  clear  that  it  may  in  the  particular 
"work  (e).  And  although  if  the  same  skill,  intel- 
lect, and  diligence,  are  applied  in  the  second  in- 
stance, the  public  will  receive  nearly  the  same  in- 
formation from  both  works ;  yet  there  is  no  doubt 
that  the  latter  publisher  cannot  on  that  account 
spare  himself  the  labour  and  expense  of  actual  survey, 

(a)  Roworth  w.  Wilks,  1  Campb.  94?. 

{b)  Wilkins  v.  Aikin,  17  Ves.  422. 

(c)  2  Ev.  Collect,  pt.  3.  cl.  1. 

{d)  The  doubts  upon  these  two  sorts  of  publication  were  re- 
moved by  the  7  Geo.  3.  c.  38.  vide  ante,  p.  ^66. 

[e)  Sayre-  v.  Moore,  1  East.  361.  n.  Trusler  r.  Murray,  ib. 
363.  n.  Carnan  v.  Bowles,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  80.  Gary  v.  Faden,  5  Ves. 
24.  Watson  v.  — — ,  cit.  8  Ves.  217-  King  v.  Read,  ib.  223.  n, 
Matthewson  v.  Stockdale^  12  Ves.  270.  Longman  v,  Winchester, 
16  Ves.  269.    Wilkin$  v.  Aikin,  17  Ves.  422- 


INFMNGSMSNT   OF  COPTRIOHT.  283 

and  that  a  court  of  equity  will  interfere  to  prevent  Construction 
a  mere  republication  of  a  work,  which  the  labour  of  2^^^^ 

and  skill  of  another  person   has   supplied  to  the 

world  {a).  The  piracy  in  these  cases,  has  been  ge- 
nerally detected,  by  the  circumstance  of  the  latter 
work,  having  copied  the  errors  of  the  former. 

If  a  publication  were  to  appear  on  the  face  of  it,  No  copy- 
to  be  a  libel  so  gross  as  to  affect  the  public  morals,  a  "^^^  *°  ^^®^' 
jury  would  be  directed  to  give  no  damages  for  a  viola- 
tion of  the  copyright  {h\  And  it  has  been  decided 
that  an  action  cannot  be  maintained  to  recover  the 
value  of  obscene  or  libellous  prints  (c).  Upon^the 
same  principle  a  court  of  equity,  even  upon  the 
submission  in  an  answer,  would  not  decree  either  an 
injunction  or  an  account  of  the  profits  of  a  work  of 
this  nature  (rf).  Lord  Eld  on  has  thrown  out  an  opi- 
nion, that  under  certain  circumstances  an  injunction 
might  be  maintained,  where  a  person  having  com- 
posed a  work  of  which  he  afterwards  repents,  wishes 
to  withhold  it  from  the  public  (e). 

Most  of  the  cases  of  ini  unction  to  restrain  pubr  Publication 

^  *       ■   of  a  work  as 

Hcations   have  arisen  under  circumstances,  where,,  the  pro- 
under   colour  of  a  new  work,  the  plaintiff  is  .^Ixr  another  or 
leged  to  have  republished  and  multiplied  the  copies  ^  a  con- 
of  an  old  work  belonging  to  the  plaintiff.     It  hap-  another's 


work. 


(^i)  16  Ves.271. 

(^)  2  Campb.  27.  n. 

(c)  Fores  v.  Jones,  4  £sp.  N.  P.  C.  97.    Du  Bost  v.  Beresford, 

2  Camp.  511. 

{d)  Walcot  V.  Walker,  7  Ves.   1.      Soutbey   v.    Sherwood, 

3  Meriv.  435. 

(e)  2  Meriv.  438. 
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Construction  pens,  however,  not  unfrequently  that  an  original 
^'J;^^'"^^  work  is  published,  and  held  forth  to  the  world  as 
being  a  part  or  a  continuation  of  a  work,  the  reputa- 
tion of  which  is  already  fixed ;  or  as  the  production 
of  an  author  of  celebrity,  wh-ose  name  is  assumed  to 
give  currency  to  the  publication.  As  the  injunction 
which  a  court  of  equity  grants  in  these  instances  is 
not  founded  on  copyright,  and  is  closely  connected 
with  determinations  which  cannot  conveniently  be 
introduced  in  this  place,  the  consideration  of  the 
subject  is  deferred  to  the  ensuing  chapter. 


Practice  in 
Equity. 


Injunctions 
formerly  not 
granted  ex- 
cept upon  a 
clear  legal 
right. 


The  principle  upon  which  a  Court  of  Equity  in- 
terposes for  the  protection  of  copyright,  is  the  same 
as  that  which  has  been  already  stated  with  respect 
to  patents. 

It  appears  that  formerly  the  courts  were  unwilling 
to  interpose  until  the  right  had  been  previously 
established  at  law.  In  several  early  cases  an  in- 
junction was  refused,  except  upon  a  plain  legal 
right  (a).  And  even  in  more  recent  times,  where 
the  plaintiff  has  not  been  able  to  show  that  pos- 
session under  colour  of  title,  which  has  been  already 
alluded  to,  or  where  any  considerable  doubt  arose 
upon  his  title,  the  court  has  refused  to  interpose. 
Thus,  in  the  case  of  Basket  v.  The  University  of 
Cambridge,  which  was  a  question  as  to  the  right  to 


(a)  Anon.  1  Vern.  120.    Hills  v.  University  of  Oxford,  ib,  ?T5. 
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print  acts  of  parliament,  the  university  not  having  Practice  in 
been  in  the  practice  of  exercising  the  right.  Lord  ^"'  ^' 
Hardwicke  refused  to  enjoin  upon  a  doubtful  ques- 
tion in  favour  of  those  who  never  had  the  posses- 
sion (a).  Lord  Northington  in  one  case  refused  to 
interpose  between  two  contending  patents  (ft),  and 
in  another,  where  the  great  question  of  the  common 
law  right  of  an  author  to  his  own  productions  after 
the  expiration  of  the  term  allowed  by  the  statute  of 
Anne,  (upon  which  there  was  at  that  time  no  de- 
cision at  law,)  came  before  him,  he  refused  to  inter- 
pose before  a  trialat  law,  on  the  ground  of  the  right 
being  so  extremely  doubtful  (c). 

Several  of  the  judges,  in  the  great  case  of  Millar  ?^**^flt^ 
V.  Taylor,  in  speaking  of  the  doctrine  of  a  court  of  judges  in 
equity  in  granting  injunctions  to  restrain  the  in-  Xaybr'as  to 
fringement  of  copyright,  observed,  that  they  were  the  practice 
in  the  nature  of  injunctions  to  stay  waste,  and  never  equity. 
granted  but  upon  a  clear  legal  title ;  that  if  moved 
for  upon  the  filing  of  the  bill,  the  right  must  appear 
clearly  by  aflSdavit :  if  mov^d  for  after  answer,  the 
right  must  be  clearly  admitted  by  the  answer,  or 
not  denied  (rf).     Lord  Clare  also,  upon  a  bill  brought 
by  the   King's  Printer  in  Ireland,  to  restrain  the 
publication  of  bibles,  refused  to  grant  an  injunction 
till  the  Tight  had. been  established  at  law,  althottgh 
there  had  been  a  possession  of  upwards  of  forty  years ' 
under  colour  of  title  (e). 

(a)  Cit.  6  Ves.  710.    For  thfe  argument  at  la#  and  theceril^ 
ficate,  vide  1  Bl.  Rep.  105.  2  Burr.  661. 

{b)  Baskett  v.  Cunningham,  2  Eden,  137.  1  Bl.  Rep.  370. 
(e)  Osborne  v.  Donaldson,  Millar  v.  Donaldson,  2  Eded,  327. 
(d)  .4  Burr:  2^25.  2328.  2400.^24^07. 
(d)  Grierson  v.  Jackson,  Irish  T.  R.  304. 
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Practice  in  Lord  Eldon  has,  upon  great  consideration,  denied 
^"^^■^'  the  universality  with  which  the  above  doctrine  was 
Present  doc-  laid  down  in  the  case  of  Millar  v.  Taylor.  After 
the  btep.^'  noticing  the  injunction  granted  in  the  case  of  Watt's 
ference  of  a  patent  (a),  his  Lordship  observed,  that  there  are 
equitywhere  ^^^V  cases  in  which  an  injunction  has  been  granted, 
there  has  and  continued  to  the  hearing,  under  circumstances 
session  under  which  made  the  title  extremely  doubtful  (J);  and  it 
colour  of       jjjg^y  jjg  deduced  from  the  cases,  that  the  court  will 

generally  interpose  by  granting  an  injunction,  and 
will  afterwards  continue  it  to  the  hearing,  where 
there  has  been  a  possession  by  the  plaintiff  under 
colour  of  title.     Upon  this  ground,  in  one  of  the 
earliest  cases  Sir  J.  Jekyll  granted  an  injunction 
before  trial,    upon  the   application   of  the  King's 
Printer  in  England  to  restrain  the  King's  Printer  in 
Scotland  from  introducing  into  England  books  in 
violation  of  the  patent  of  the  former ;  and  this  order 
was  affirmed  by  Lord  Macclesfield  upon  appeal  (c). 
In  the  case  of  the  Universities  of  Oxford  and  Cam- 
bridge V.  Richardson  (rf).  Lord  Eldon,  in  a  great 
measure  upon  the  authority  of  this  case,  granted  an 
injunction  to  jrestrain  the  sale  in  England  of  bibles, 
&c.  printed  by  the   King's  Printer  in  Scotland, 
although  the  King's  Printer  in  England,  who  had  a 
CiMicurrent  right  with  the  plaintiffs,  did  not  choose 
to  join  as  a  plaintiff.     In  this  case,  notwithstanding^ 
the  doubt  thrown  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintifis  to 
enjoin,  by  the  circumstance  of  the  King's  Printer  re- 

(41)  Antcp.  26L 

{h)  6  Ves.  707. 

(c)  8th  July,  1718,  affirmed  2d  May,  1719.  eit.  6  Ves.  699. 

(d)  6  Vfln.  689. 
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fusing  to  concur  j  yet  upon  tbe  clear  illegality  of  Practice  in 

the  conduct  of  the  defendants,  the  injunction  was     ^"^'^' 

»  

continued  till  the  hearing.  In  the  case  of  Bruce  v. 
Bruce  (a)  in  the  House  of  Lords,  though  it  was 
strongly  contended  at  the  bar,  that  injunctions  pro- 
ceeding upon  legal  right  ought  to  have  their  founda- 
tions upon  legal  title,  receiving  consummation  by 
legal  judgment,  yet  Lord  Eldon  answered,  that  the 
question  had  been  already  decided  by  Sir  J.  Jekyll 
and  Lord  Macclesfield,  and  that  the  court,  in  granting 
an  injunction  till  the  hearing,  did  not  decide  ulti- 
mately upon  the  rights  of  the  parties.  In  the  cases 
which  have  been  already  alluded  to  (J),  where  the 
court  has  restrained  the  publication  of  trials  upon 
indictment  or  impeachment  before  the  Lords,  and 
the  publication  of  the  sessions  paper,  that  interposi- 
tion was  founded  upon  the  possession  and  exercise 
of  the  exclusive  right  under  colour  of  title. 

Where  the  question  depends  upon  the  effect  of  an  Injunction 
agreement^  an  injunction  has  been  refused  till  re-  whefe^e 
covery  in  an  action  (c) :  so  if  the  plaintiff  has  per-  title  depend* 
mitted  persons  to  publish  and  sell  the  subject  of  his  of  an  agree- 
copyright  without  having  interposed ;   for  though  ™^°^  ^\  . 
this  is  no  justification  of  their,  infringement  of  his  tiff  has  suf 
right,  yet  it  will  be  a  suflicient  ground  to  induce  a  to^pubMi^"* 
court  of  equity  not  to  interfere,  till  it  has  been  esfcsu- 
blished  at  law  {d). 

(a)  Cit.  8  Ves,  505. 
(J)  Ante,  p.  271. 

(c)  Walcot «.  Walker,  7  Ves.  1. 

(d)  Walcot  V.  Walker,  7  Ves.  1.    Piatt  v.  Button,  19  Vcd.  447. 
Coop.  303. 
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Practice  in 
Equity, 

Affidavit  of 
title  neces- 
sary. 


Upon  a  bill 
by  an  as- 
signee of 
copyright 
affidavit  re* 
quired  that 
assignment 
has  been 
in  ¥niting. 


The  court  in  this,  as  in  similar  cases,  will  not 
grant  an  injunction  without  an  affidavit  of  title ;  and 
the  same  rules  with  respect  to  affidavits  obtain  that 
are  observed  in  other  cases ;  it  has  accordingly  been 
determined,  that  though  an  affidavit  as  to  factSy  filed 
after  the  answer,  may  be  read,  yet  that  an  affidavit 
as  to  title  cannot  be  received  (a). 

Since  the  decisions  at  law,  which  have  determined 
that  an  assignment  of  copyright  can  only  be  by 
writing  (J),  it  seems  that  it  will  be  necessary  upon  a 
bill  brought  by  an  assignee,  to  show  by  affidavit  that 
such  has  been  the  case.  But  if  the  plaintiff  happens 
to  be  in  the  situation  of  assignee  of  an  assignee,  it 
will  be  sufficient  for  him  to  show  that  the  assign- 
ment to  himself  was  in  writing,  without  tracing 
the  title  through  the  mesne  assignees  from  the 
author  (c).  In  an  extremely  recent  case  indeed  an 
injunction  was  obtained  by  assignees  of  copyright, 
to  whom  the  assignment  was  by  parol.  It  appeared, 
however,  that  some  of  the  co-defendants  had  as- 
signed  the  copyright  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  which  they 
had  received  the  purchase  money,  and  upon  the 
faith  of  which  they  had  permitted  the  plaintiffs  to 
print  and  publish  (rf). 

In  a  recent  application  to  restrain  the  publication 

{a)  Piatt  V.  Button,  cit.  sup. 

(6)  Ante,  p.  264.  before  these  decisions,  an  affidavit,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  purchased^  or  legally  acquired  the  copy,  was  held  in- 
sufficient, as  it  did  not  state  that  he  purchased  it  of  the  author. 
GilHver  v.  Snaggs,  4  Vin.  Ab.  278. 

(e)  Morris  v.  Kelly,  cit.  ante. 

(d)  Longman  v.  Oxberrj,  28th  NoTember^  1820. 
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of  poems  represented  to  be  the  work  of  Lord  Byron,  Practice  in 
the  plaintiff  being  abroad,  an  injunction  was  granted    ^^^^^' 
upon  the  affidavit  of  his  agents,  notice  having  been  Affidavit  of 
given  to  the  defendant,  who  refused  to  swear  as  to  ^^^n^^^- 
his  belief  to  the  contrary  (a).  mitted,  on 

rrvi  A.  A.-  •  j»  J  notice,  where 

Ihe^pourt  sometimes,  upon  inspection  and  com-  defendant 
parison  of  the  works  of  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  refused  to 

swear  to  tlie 

continues  or  dissolves  the  injunction  (ft).     But  the  contrary. 
usual  practice  is  to  refer  it  to  the  Master,  to  see  if  Reference  to 
'  the  books  are  the  same,  or  whether  they  differ  in     ^  ^^' 
any,  and  what  respect  (c). 

Where  a  publication  is  of  such  a  nature  that  an  No  decree 
action  could  not  be  maintained  upon  it,  the  court  Jication^of  an 
will  not  decree  an  account  even  upon  a  submission  improper 

•     xi_  •  i\  nature. 

m  the  answer  (a). 

It  rarely  happens  that  a  suit  to  restrain  the  viola- 
tion of  copyright  and  for  an  account  of  the  profits 
is  brought  to  a  hearing.  The  plaintiff  is  generally 
satisfied  with  having  the  injunction  continued,  and 
it  becomes  unimportant  to  seek  for  an  account  of 
the  profits.  The  late  case  of  Whittingham  v.  Wooler 
was  considered  as  being  the  first  instance  of  a  cause 
of  this  nature  having  been  actually  brought  to 
hearing.     The  bill  was  dismissed  with  costs  (e). 

{a)  Lord  Byron  v.  Johnston,  2  Meriv*  29. 

(5)  Carnan  v.  Bowles,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  80.  The  order  there  made 
for  referring  the  publications  to  the  Master  being  reversed  by  Loi*d 
Thurlow,  (5  Ves.  25.)  Gary  v.  Faden,  5  Ves.  24. 

(c)  Jeffery  v.  Bowles,  1  Dick.  429.  Trusler.v.  Comyns,  cit  ib. 
■  •  ■         V,  Leadbetter,  4  Vesr  681. 

{d)  Walcot  V.  Walker,  7  Ves.  1 .  Southey  v.  Sherwood,  2  Meriv. 
4.35. 

(e)  4th  December,  1817,  the  case  of  Manby  v,  Owen,  ante,  272, 
was  brought  to  a  hearing. 
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CHAPTER  XIV. 

Of  Special  Injunctions  and  of  Interlocutory  Orders  in 

the  Nature  of  Injunctions. 

It  has  been  already  observed,  that  wherever  a 
plaintiff  appears  entitled  to  equitable  relief,  if  it 
consists  in  restraining  the  commission,  or  the  con- 
tinuance of  some  act  of  the  defendant,  a  court 
of  equity  administers  that  relief  by  injunction.  In 
the  several  cases  which  have  been  already  treated 
of,  this  jurisdiction  is  enforced  by  means  of  the  pro- 
cess of  the  xvrit  of  injunction.  But  as  the  known 
forms  of  that  remedy  are  by  no  means  adapted  to 
every  case  in  which  the  court  has  jurisdiction  to  in- 
terpose,  the  prohibition  has  in  numerous  cases  been 
issued  and  conveyed  in  the  shape  merely  of  ^n  order 
in  the  nature  of  an  injunction ;  and  as  the  court 
treats  the  neglect  or  disobedience  of  all  orders  as  a 
contempt,  and  enforces  the  performance  of  them 
by  imprisonment,  the  object  sought  is  equally  at- 
tained by  an  order  of  this  nature  as  by  a  writ.  The 
distinction  is  consequently  disregarded  in  practice, 
and  these  orders,  though  not  enforced  by  means  of 
the  writ  of  injunction,  have  indiscriminately  obtained 
the  name  of  Injunctions. 

The  present  chapter  will  contain  the  various  cases 
in  which  this  species  of  relief  has  been  administered 
l)y  means  either  of  Special  Injunctions  upon  writj 
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or  of  Interlocutory  Orders  in  the  nature  of  injunc-  Special 

tions.  Injunctions. 

A  court  of  equity  will,  if  necessary,  restrain  the  Sale  of 
sale  of  an  estate:  thus  where  a  parol  agreement  to  ®^'*^®' 
exchange  estates,  had  been  partly  performed  by  the 
defendant,  and  it  was  sworn  that  the  defendant's 
estate  was  actually  advertised  for  sale,  an  injunction 
was  granted  to  restrain  the  sale  on  an  er  parte  ap- 
plication,  upon  certificate  of  bill  filed  and  aflSdavit, 
although  it  was  objected  that  the  plaintiff  might  ap- 
pear at  the  sale  and  give  notice  of  his  claim  (a). 
There  is  a  prior  case  indeed  where  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  refused  to  interpose  in  this  manner^ 
but  the  circumstances  are  somewhat  different. 
The  plaintiff  had  conveyed  his  estate  to  the  de- 
fendants, in  trust  to  sell,  and  it  appeared  upon  the 
motion  that  the  defendants  had  advertised  the  pre- 
mises for  sale  j  that  the  notice  of  the  intended  sale 
was  shorter  than  usual,  and  several  circumstances 
were  stated  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  would  sustain 
great  loss  if  the  sale,  which  was  to  be  the  following 
day,  took  place.  The  injunction,  however,  was  re- 
fused, and  it  was  said  not  to  be  one  of  those  cases 
in  which,  on  the  ground  of  irreparable  injury  to  the 
plaintiff,  the  court  proceeds  in  so  summary  a  way : 
that  if  the  trustees  should  be  guilty  of  a  breach  of 
trust,  in  making  the  proposed  sale,  they  would  be 
answerable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  damages  sus- 
tained (J). 

An  order  has  been  made  to  restrain  a  vendor,  de-Conveyance 

of  legal 


estate. 


{a)  Curtis  v.  Marquis  of  Buckingham,  3  V.  &  B.  168. 
(b)  Pcchel  V.  Fowler,  2  Anst.  5^9. 

U2 
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Special         fendant  to  a  bill  for  a  specific  performance  of  an 

Injunctions,  -      a    n  i         r»  a    .        n  •         ±.1^ 

agreement  tor  sale  ot  an  estate,  from  conveying  the 

legal  estate  in  the  premises,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  might  thus  be  put  to  expense  by  the  ne- 
cessity of  making  another  party,  when  the  cause 
might  be  just  ready  for  hearing  (a). 
Purchaser  Upon  a  bill  by  creditors  against  the  executor, 

from  paying  heir,  and  purchaser  of  a  real  estate,  charged  with 

purchase       payment  of  debts,  an  ini  unction  was  ff ranted  to  re- 
money. 

strain  the  purchaser  from  paying  the  purchase  money 

to  the  heir,  upon  whom  the  estate  had  descended  {b). 
Upon  the  same  ground  it  is  also  probable  that  a 
purchaser  would  be  restrained  from  paying  the  pur- 
chase money  to  a  devisee.  It  being  established  that 
the  statute  of  fraudulent  devises  has  placed  the  heir 
and  devisee  in  the  same  situation;  making  therii 
personally  responsible  after  alienation  of  the  estate, 
and  discharging  bond  Jide  purchasers  under  them 
from  liability  (c). 
^I^lf  ^f  °^  Where  a  negotiable  security  has  been  given  for 
change.         an  illegal  consideration,   or  where,   for  any  other 

reason,  the  holder  is  not  entitled  to  negotiate  it  (rf), 
the  court  will  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  its  iri- 
•dorsement  or  negotiation.  This  order  has  been  even 
granted  in  a  case  where  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  holder  from  proceeding  at  law  had  been  re- 
fused (e).  And  as  the  plaintiff,  if  the  holder  were 
negotiate  it,  could,  in  many  cases,  make  no  de- 

s. 

(a)  EcWifFt?.  Baldwin,  16  Ves.  267. 

{h)  Green  v.  Lowes,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  217, 

(c)  Matthews  v.  Jones,  2  Anst.  506. 

(rf)  Ex  parte  Harding,  1  Buck.  C.  B.  24?.  37. 

(e)  Smith  v.  Aykwell,  3  Atk.  Sm,  Arab.  G6. 


INTERLOCUTORY    ORDERS.  SQS 

fence  in  the  hands  of  a  bondjide  holder,  the  court  Special 
views  the  case  in  the  nature,  of  a  bill  to  restrain  ir-  ^^"^^^^^^''^* 
reparable  mischief,  and  accordingly  an  injunction  is 
frequently  granted  on  certificate  of  bill  filed,  and 
(till  the  practice  in  that  respect  was  amended  (a)  ) 
before  service  of  the  subpoena  (A).  The  case  is 
however  different  from  that  of  waste,  in  the  circum- 
stance that  affidavits  will  not  be  permitted  to  be 
read  in  contradiction  to  the  answer  (c). 

An  injunction  has  in  like  manner  been  granted  to  Indorsement 
prevent  aa  indorsement,  on  the  certificate  of  the  re.  "i^^S 
gistry  of  a  ship  (rf).  '  sl^ip- 

The  court  also  grants  injunctions  to  restrain  the  Transfer  of 
transfer  of  stock,  or  the  receipt  of  bank  annuities  (e).  ®^^^  * 
Thus  an  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  a  transfer 
of  stock,  standing  in  the  name  of  a  steward,  upon 
strong  evidence  by  affidavit,  that  it  was  the  produce 
of  his  master's  property;  though  it  was  refused  as 
to  money  standing  in  his  name  at  his  bankers.  This 
motion  was  granted  in  a  great  measure  upon  the 
equity,  that  a  person  confounding  funds  of  another 
with  his  own,  will  be  liable  to  the  whole  extent  [f). 

(a)  Post,  Chapter  XIV. 

(b)  Smith  V.  Aykwell,  sup.  Patrick  v.  Harrison,  S  Bro.  C.  C. 
476.    : —  V,  Blackwood,  3  Anst.  851. 

(c)  Berkeley  v,  Brymer,  9  Ves.  355. 

(d)  Thompson  v.  Smith,  1  Mad.  Rep.  395. 

(e)  Terry  v,  Harrison,  Bunb.  289.  See  more  upon  this  subject, 
post,  p.  301. 

(y)  Lord  Ched worth- V.  Edwards,  8  Ves.  4«6.  It  is  said  that  in 
a  subsequent  case  Lord  Eldon  had,  upon  consultation  with  Lord 
Ellenborough,  thought  that  he  had  gone  too  far.  Cox  v.  Paxton, 
2  Mad.  Ch.  2d  ed.  155. 
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SpMol         Formerly  when  it  was  necessary  to  restrain  a  trans* 
^  fer  of  stock,  the  court  required  the  plaintiff  to  make 

the  company,  in  whose  books  the  stock  was  stand- 
ing, a  party,  in  order  to  restrain  it  from  permitting 
a  transfer  (a).  In  order  to  save  this  unnecessary  ex- 
pense, an  act  of  parliament  was  passed  (&),  by  which  it 
was  provided,  that  any  court  of  equity  might  order 
the  Bank  of  England,  the  East  India  Company,  and 
South  Sea  Company,  to  suffer  a  transfer  of  stock  to 
be  made,  or  to  pay  dividends  belonging  to  or  stand- 
ing in  the  names  of  any  party  to  a  servant,  or  issue 
an  iiyunction  to  restrain  such  transfer,  although  those 
companies  were  not  made  parties.  It  was  also 
provided  that  in  suits  then  depending,  where  the 
company  had  put  in  an  answer,  not  claiming  any 
interest  in  the  stock  required  to  be  transferred,  pro- 
ceedings should  be  stopped,  and  the  bill  dismissed ; 
but  by  a  singular  mistake  in  the  penning  of  the  act^ 
the  latter  words  of  the  section  are  not  prospective, 
only  extending  to  causes  then  depending ;  the  con- 
sequence  is,  that  those  public  bodies  may  still, 
if  the  plaintiff  thinks  proper,  be  made  parties  (c). 
Some  check,  however,  is  provided  for  an  abuse 
of  this  power,  by  a  declaration  of  Sir  J.  Leach,  that 

(a)  Lord  Kenyon  is  stated  to  have  been  of  opinioD,  that  notice 
to  the  Bank,  without  more,  would  operate  as  an  injunction^  6  Yes. 

772.  But  Lord  Eldon  has  denied  that,  observing  that  the  Bank 
never  would  admit  that,  even  upon  a  subpoena  and  bill  filed,  ib. 

773.  n. 

{h)  39  and  40  Geo.  3.  c.  36. 

(c)  Temple  v.  Bank  of  England,  6  Ves.  770.  Attorney  General 
v.  Gale,  ib.  n. 
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where  the  Bank  has  been  unnecessarily  made  a  Special 
party,  the  bill  will  be  dismissed  as  against  it  with  ^">^"^''^""- 
costs  (a). 

An  application  under  this  act  to  restrain  the  Bank, 
or  the  other  public  companies  mentioned  in  it,  from 
making  a  transfer,  must  be  upon  notice  to  the  de- 
fendants; or  where,  from  the  necessity  or  urgency 
of  the  case,  notice  cannot  be  given,  the  application 
must  be  upon  affidavit,  verifying,  that  such  urgency 
and  necessity  exist  (ft). 

0 

It  seems  to  be  settled  that  courts  of  equity  will  Husband 
not  interpose  in  prejudice  of  the  legal  right  of  a  ^5*^^"^^ 
husband  over  the  wife's  property,  if  such  property  equitable 
can  be  made  available  without  resorting  to  a  court 
of  equity  (c).     But  injunctions  hisive  been  granted 
to  restrain  the  husband  from   assigning  or  trans- 
ferring her  equitable  property,  until  a  proper  settle- 
ment  has  been  made  under  the  superintendance  of 
the  court  (rf). 


(a)  Edridge  v.  Edridge,  3  Mad.  Rep.  386.  Skrymsher  v.  North- 
cote>  cit.  ib. 

(b)  Hammond  ».  Maundrell,  6  Ves.  773.  n.  So  before  the  act 
an  injunction  could  not  be  granted  till  after  appearance,  or  where 
the  defendants  were  in  contempt,  and  upon  notice.  Doolittle  v. 
Walton,  2  Dick.  442. 

(c)  1  Fonb.  on  Eq.  29.  5th  ed.  1  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife, 
256. 

(d)  Ellis  V.  Ellis,  1  Vin.  Ab.  Sup.  475.  Roberts  v.  Roberts, 
2  Cox,  422.  There  is  a  dictum  upon  this  subject  by  Lord  EUes- 
mere,  which  is  very  much  in  the  style  of  Twisden :  a  man  having 
run  away  with  his  wife  against  her  friends'  consent,  sued  for  her 
j^ortion  in  Chancery ;  his  Lordship  dismissed  the  bill,  observing, 
**  he  that  steals  flesh,  let  him  provide  bread  how  he  can."  Bi^al 
V.  Langton,  Prac.  in  Chancery  unfolded,  50. 
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Special  There  is  a  note  in  Dickens  of  a  motion  before 

T^uncttatu.  i^rd  jjorthington,  in  which  he  refused  an  injuDC- 
Whether  tion  to  restrain  the  husband  from  receiving  the  rents 
be  restrained  ^^  Certain  houses^  which  he  had  covenanted  to  settle 
from  receiv-  to  the  separate  use  of  the  wife.     It  was  sworn  on 

Snands*^  ^  *^®  P^^t  ^f  t^^  husband,  that  she  had  eloped  from 
covenanted    ^ini  ^nd  refused  to  return,  although  he  had  applied 

lo  DC  sevvieu 

to  the  sepa-  to  her  to  do  so ;   the  motion  was  refused.  Lord 

theT^e  ^^  Northington  thinking  that  if  granted  it  would  pro- 

where  she  bably  be  the  means  of  preventing  her  return  (a)» 

as  e  ope  j^  .^  jjfg^yj^  however,  to  support  this  decision,  as 

it  seems  to  be  settled  upon  the  authorities,  as  col- 
lected in  a  valuable  treatise  which  has  lately  ap- 
peared (6),  that  neither  the  wife's  elopement  only, 
nor  her  elopement  and  adultery,  deprive  her  of  the 
power  of  enforcing  any  of  her  legal  or  equitable- 
rights,  with  the  exception  of  the  right  to  dower  (c). 
Husband  re-      There  is  an  Anonymous  case  of  an  earlier  date,  in 

strained  i  .   i     i  .     ■. 

from  selling  which  the  court  was  induced,  by  the  importunity  of 
aftev^A^^^  counsel,  to  grant  an  injunction,  in  restraint  of  the 
divorce  a  legal  rights  of  the  husband,  which  can  hardly  be 
Tkoro.  ^        justified.     A  feme  sole  being  possessed  of  a  term  of 

years,  married  and  was  divorced  a  mensd  et  thoro^ 
and  had  alimony  allowed  for  her  support.  The 
husband  intending  to  sell  this  term,  the  court  was 
induced  to  grant  the  injunction,  for  which  it  gave 
this  extraordinary  reason,  that  though  the  marriage 

<a)  Lee  v.  Lee,  Dick.  321.  806. 

(b)  2  Roper,  on  Husband  and  W^ife,  137. 

(c)  Sydney  «.  Sydney,  3  P.  W.  277.  Blount  v.  Winter,  ib. 
Field  «;•  Serres^  1  N.  R.  121.  This  does  not  apply  to  the  cases  in 
which  the  wife  applies  for  o,  favour ^  as  a  maintenance  t)ut  of  her 
equitable  property,  &c.    2  Roper  on  Husband  and  Wife,  134, 
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cbntinued,   notwithstanding  the  divorce,  yet  the  Special  In- 
husband  did  nothing  as  husband  nor  the'  wife  as  J^^^^^^* 
"wife  (a). 

Where  it  appears  by  aflBdavit  that  an  infant  ward  Intercourse 
is  about  to  make  a  marriage  without  the  consent  of  ^ourtT^^  °^ 
the  court,  an  injunction  will  be  granted  not  only  to  strained, 
restrain  the  marriage,  but  also  all  communication 
with  the  infant,  and  all  intercourse,  either  personal 
or  by  letter :   and  if  the  guardian  is  suspected  of 
countenancing  the  intended  marriage,  he  will  be 
restrained  from  giving  his  consent  without  the  leaya. 
of  the  court  (i). 

The  court  has  also  in  a  remarkable  manner  exercised  Father  re- 
its  jurisdiction  in  regard  to  infants,  by  depriving  the  fVom°h^er- 
father,  in  many  cases  of  immorality,  ill-treatment,  fering  with 
or  even  insolvency  of  his  legal  right  to  the  custody  education, 
pf  his  child  (c);    and  accordingly,  in  several  in- 
stances fathers  have  been  restrained  from  taking  their 
children  abroad,  or  interfering  in  any  manner  with 
their  education  (d). 

An  injunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  the  Sailing  of 
sailing  of  a  ship.     This  was  formerly  attempted  to      ^* 
be  done  in  the  great  cause  of  the  East  India  Com- 

{a)  9  Mod.  44. 

(b)  Lord  Raymond's  case,  Forr.  58.  Beard  v.  Travers,  1  Yes. 
S13.  Roach  v.  Garvan,  1  Dick.  88.  I  Ves.  157.  Lord  Noel  v. 
Somerset,  cit.  ib.  Lord  Shipbrook  v.  Lord  Hinchinbrook,  2  Dick. 
547*  Hodgson  v.  Watson,  cit.  ib.  Pearce  v,  Crutchfield,  H  Yes. 
206.    Warter  v.  Yorke,  19  Ves.  454.    Tempest  v.  Ord,  1817. 

(c)  Butler  v.  Freeman,  Amb.  301.  Wilcox  v.  Drake,  2  Dick. 
631.  Powell  V.  Cleaver,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  499.  Whitfield  v.  Hales,  12 
Ves.  492. 

{d)  Ex  parte  Warner,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  101.    Creuze  v.  Hunter, 
2  Cox,  242.    De  Manneville  v.  De  Manneville,  10  Ves.  52. 
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Special  In- 
Junctions. 


Assignees 
from  making 
dividend. 


Removal  of 
timber 
wrongfully 
cut. 


Injunction 
to  restrain 
presentation 
Dr  induction. 


pany  t;.  Sandys  (a)  ;  but  the  court  refused  to  make 
the  orden  The  instances  of  it  in  recent  times  are 
frequent  (&)•  In  a  case  which  has  been  before 
alluded  to,  an  injunction  was  granted  on  the  ap- 
plication of  a  part  owner  of  an  unascertained  share, 
to  restrain  the  sailing  of  the  ship  till  his  share  was 
ascertained,  and  the  proper  security  settled  (c).  In 
a  subsequent  case,  however,  this  application  was 
refused,  where  the  ship  was  intended  to  sail  the  foU 
lowing  day,  and  it  did  not  appear  that  there  were 
any  circumstances  to  account  for  the  plaintiff's 
delay  (rf). 

An  injunction  may  be  granted  on  the  application 
of  a  plaintiff  in  a  bill  for  an  account  against  a  bank-* 
rupt,  to  restrain  the  assignees  from  making  a  dividend 
till  the  account  has  been  taken  (e). 

An  injunction  was  granted  by  Lord  Thurlow, 
without  any  difficulty,  to  restrain  the  removal  of 
timber  wrongfully  cut  (/*).  An  order  to  this  pur- 
pose is  frequently  inserted  in  the  ordinary  injunction 
to  stay  waste,  where  the  defendant  appears  to  have 
already  committed  waste. 

An  injunction  has  also  been  granted  before  answer 
to  restrain  presentation  or  induction  to  an  eccle- 
siastical benefice  (g").  Lord  Eldon  has  also  inci- 
dentally observed,  that  he  should  not  hesitate  to  in- 


(a)  2  Ch.  Ca.  165. 

(b)  Marasco  v.  Boiton,  2  Ves.  112. 

(c)  Haly  V.  Goodson,  2  Meriv.  77. 

(d)  Christie  V.  Craig,  2  Meriv.  1S7. 

(e)  Atkinson  tJ.-Plummer,  1811. 
(jT)  Anon.  1  Ves.  ji\n.  93. 

(g)  Potter  V.  Chapman  J  1  Dick.  146.  Amb.  98. 
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terpose  by  an  injunction  and  the  appointment  of  a  Special  In- 
receiver,  in  a  case  where  it  was  clear  that  a  party  '^"^ 
had  obtained  an  estate  comprehending  an  advowson, 
by  fraud  (a).  So  where  an  advowson  is  the  subject 
of  a  mortgage,  a  court  of  equity  would  probably 
restrain  the  mortgagee  from  presenting  (i),  upon 
the  same  principle  that  it  compels  the  mortgagee 
to  nominate  such  person  as  the  mortgagor  shall 
appoint  (c),  and  if  the  suit  be  instituted  within 
the  statutable  period  (d)  will  disturb  the  presenta- 
tion. ^ 


(4)  16  Yes.  70.    Vide  also,  2  Dick.  442. 

{b)  The  author  has  not  found  an  instance  in  which  this  has 
actually  been  done ;  it  is  stated,  2  Yem.  401.  to  have  been  done  in 
Jory  V.  Cox,  but  this,  as  appears  from  Mr.  Finch's  extract  from 
the  register's  book,  is  a  mistake.    Prec.  Can.  71. 

(c)  Amhurst  v.  Dowling,  2  Yem.  401.     Attorney  General  v. 
Heskethy  ib.  649.    Jory  v.  Cox,  Prec.  Can.  71.    Gaily  v.  Selby, 
Com.  Rep.  S4S.  1  Stra.  403.    Crofl  v.  Powell^  Com.  Rep.  609. 
Maokensie  o.  Robinson,  3  Atk.  559.    Gubbins  v.  Creed,  2  Sch.  & 
Lef.  218.    The  case  of  Dyer  v.  Lord  Craven,  2  Dick.  662.  is  pro* 
bably  misreported.    Whether  it  would  be  otherwise  where  the 
mortgage  deed  contains  an  express  stipulation,  that  the  mortgagee 
should  present  upon  avoidance^  is  doubtful.    Lord  King  is  re- 
portedj  in  Gardiner  v.  Griffith,  to  have  inclined  to  the  opinion  that 
the  mortgagee  might,  in  such  a  case>  present ;  but  the  decision 
both  in  Chancery  and  afterwards  in  the  House  of  Lords  (at  least 
according  to  Peere  Williams,  as  the  author  has  not  been  able  to 
find  any  report  of  the  case  in  the  House  of  Lords),  was  founded 
on  the  circumstance  of  the  bill  having  been  brought  seven  months 
after  institution.    Lord  Hardwicke,  in  Mackensie  v.  Robinson, 
seemed  to  be  of  opinion,  that  such  a  covenant  would  be  void, 
as  being  a  stipulation  for  something  more  than  principal  and  in- 
terest. 

(d)  Gardner  v.  Griffiths,  2  P.  W.  404.    Botelcr  v.  AUington, 
3  Atk.  458.    Yide  also,  Mutter  v.  Chanvel,  1  Meriv.  475. 
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Executor 

wasting 

assets. 


Injunction 
not  granted 
to  restrain 
debtors  to 
an  estate 
paying  to  a 
pretended 
executor. 


4 

If  an  executor  or  administrator  either  through 
misconduct  (a),  or  insolvency  (ft),  or  bankruptcy  (c), 
are  bringing  the  property  of  the  deceased  into  danger, 
an  injunction  will  be  granted  to  restrain  them  from 
getting  in  the  assets,  and  a  receiver  will  be  ap- 
pointed. This  is  a  motion  which  is  frequently  granted 
before  answer.  Upon  this  principle,  where  a  feme 
covert  was  executrix,  and  her  husband  was  in  the 
West  Indies,  she  was  restrained  from  getting  in  the 
assets,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed,  because,  as 
the  husband  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  if  she  had 
wasted  the  assets  the  plaintiff  would  have  had  no 
remedy  (ef)-  But  the  circumstance  that  an  executor 
is  poor  and  in  mean  circumstances,  is  not  a  sufficient 
ground  for  this  application  (e). 

There  is  an  early  case  before  Lord  Clarendon,  in 
which  it  appears  that  an  injunction  was  granted  to 
restrain  the  debtors  to  a  testator's  estate  from  paying 
any  money  to  a  pretended  executor  until  his  title  to 
the  executorship  had  been  settled  by  the  Spiritual 
Court  (jT).  This  determination,  however,  (unless 
there  were  more  circumstances  than  those  which 
appear  upon  the  report),  is  contrary  to  modern 
practice.    As  it  is  perfectly  established  that  a  debtor 

(a)  Cutlet  K>,  Smith,  Harrison's  Ch.  Pr.  54*3.  Rogers  «^.  Rogers, 
1  Anst.  174f.  Middleton  v.  Dodswell,  13  Ves.  266.  Harrison  v. 
Cocljerell,  3  Meriv.  1. 

{b)  Scott  V,  Becher,  4  Price^  346.  Mansfield  v.  Shaw,  3  Mad. 
Rep.  100. 

(c)  Gladdon  v.  Stoneman,  1  Mad.  Rep.  143.  n. 

(d)  Taylor  V.  Allen,  2  Atk.  213. 

(e)  Hathomthwaite  v.  Russel^  2  Atk.  126.  Anon.  12  Yes.  4. 
Howard  v.  Papera^  1  Mad.  Rep.  142. 

(/)  Smallpiece  v.  Anguish,  1  Ch..  Ca.  75. 
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to  the  estate  cannot  be  made  a  party  to  a  bill  by  a  Special  In- 
creditor  ,or  legatee,  unless  he  is  colluding  with  the  "^^^ 
executor,  or  some  case  of  fraud  or  insolvency  be  Preservation 

proved  against  the  executor  (a).  ....      pSt^elL. 

Courts  of  equity  assume  a  concurrent  jurisdiction 
with  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  in  the  preservation  of 
property,  pendente  lite,  and  will  accordingly  restrain 
parties  from  receiving  the  property  of  the  deceased, 
and  appoint  a  receiver  [b).  This  seems  in  the  earlier 
cases  to  have  been  done  with  little  difficulty  (c) ;  but 
as  it  was  afterwards  determined  in  the  great  case  of 
Walker  v.  WooUaston,  upon  a  writ  of  error  from 
the  Common  Pleas,  that  an  administrator  pendente 
lite  might  maintain  actions  at  law  (rf),  a  doubt  arose 
whether  a  Court  of  Equity  would  entertain  a  suit  for 

(a)  Newland  f .  Champion,  1  Ves.  105.  Beckford  v.  Dorrington, 
cit.  6  Ves.  749.  Franklyn  v.  Feme,  Barnard.  Ch.  Rep.  30.  Elmslie 
V.  M*  Aulay,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  624.  Utterson  v.  Mair,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  270. 
2  Ves.  jun.  95.  Bowser  v,  Hughes,  1  Anst.  101.  Doran  v.  Simp- 
son, 4  Ves.  651.  Troughton  v.  Binkes,  6  Ves.  572.  Alsager  v. 
Rowley,  ib.  749.  Benfield  v.  Solomons,  9  Ves.  77.  Saxton  v. 
Davis,  18  Ves.  72.  1  Rose,  70.  Burroughs  t;.  Elton,  11  Ves.  29. 
Tulk  V.  Houlditch,  1  V.  &  B.  248. 

(bj  The  leading  case  upon  this  subject  is  a  determination  in 
the  great  cause  of  Powis  v.  Andrews,  cit.  1  Atk.  286«  Reported 
upon  an  appeal  from  an  order,  overruling  a  demurrer.  2  Bro. 
P.  C.  ed.  Toml.  504.  Vide  also  Morgan  v.  Harris,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  121. 
Brown  v.  Duddridge,  cit.  ib. 

(c)  Wright  V.  Bluck,  1  Vern.  106.  Dulwich  College -d.  Johnson,. 
2  Vern.  49.  There  are  also  two  precedents  in  the  time  of  Lord 
King,  in  one  of  which  it  is  stated,  that  Lord  Harcourt  had  fre- 
quently made  these  orders  merely  on  certificate  of  bill  filed.  Moli** 
neaux  v.  Bird,  Mose,  235.  Villers  v.  Lady  Osborn,  ib.  308.  They 
are  both  anterior  to  Walker  v.  Woolaston. 

{d)  2  P.  W.  576.  Vide  also,  Wills  v.  Rich,  2  Atk.  285.  Gal- 
livan  V,  £vans,  1  Ba.  &:  Be.  191. 
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Spectal  In-    the  preseTvation  of  the  property,  until  the  litigatioh 
junc  tons.      j^  ^j^^  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  been  determined. 

Accordingly  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  one  case  (a),  which 
was  afterwards  followed  by  Lord  Erskine  (A),  re- 
fused to  interfere  by  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
It  appears,  however,  that  Lord  Hardwicke  himself 
had  repeatedly  recognised  the  existence  of  this 
jurisdiction  (c),  and  that  Lord  Eldon  had  considered 
the  application  as  almost  of  course  (rf).  The  doc- 
trine, however,  in  consequence  of  this  determination 
of  Lord  Erskine,  received  great  consideration  in 
several  cases  before  Lord  Eldon  and  Sir  T.  Plumer, 
by  which  it  is  now  unquestionably  settled,  that  a 
court  of  equity  has  the  jurisdiction  to  grant  an  in- 
junction and  receiver  while  a  suit  is  depending  in 
the  Ecclesiastical  Court,  although  an  administration^ 
pendente  Hie,  might  be  there  obtained  (e). 

This  application  will  only  be  granted  where  a  suit 
is  actuallif  depending  in  the  Ecplesiastical  Court,  in 
the  result  of  which  the  plaintiff  is  interested  (jf). 

We  may  here  notice  a  practice,  in  a  great  mea- 
sure connected  with  the  preceding  and  the  sub- 
been  granted  sequent  heads,  and  which  has  of  late  been  fre- 
estates.         quently  adopted,  viz.  the  appointment,  upon  mo- 


In  what 
cases  a  re- 
ceiver has 


(a)  Knight  v,  Duplessis,  1  Ves.  324*. 

(h)  Richards  v.  Chave,  12  Ves.  462. 

(e)  Phipps  V.  Steward,  1  Atk.  285.  Taylor  v.  Allen,  2  Atk. 
213.  Montgomery  v.  Clark,  ib.  37d.^  Smith  v.  Aykwell,  3  Atk. 
566.    Btoisley  v.  Powell,  1  Ves.  290. 

{d)  King  V.  King,  6  Ves.  172.  Walker  v.  VV^alker,  2  V.  &  B. 
91  n.    Liddell  v.  Liddell,  cit.  12  Ves.  464. 

{e)  Atkinson  v.  Henshaw,  2  V.  &  B.  85.  Ball  v.  Oliver,  ib.  96. 
Vide  also,  Edmunds  v.  Bird,  1  V.  &  B.  542. 

(/)  Jones  V.  Jones,  3  Meriv.  174. 
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tion,  of  a  receiver  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  real  Sptdal  in^ 
estate.  >''^'"^' 


The  ordinary  case  in  which  this  application  is  Upon  an 
granted,  is  that  alluded  to  by  Lord  Eldon  in  the  f^^^ 
late  case  of  Davis  v.  the  Duke  of  Marlborough  (a\ 
viz.  where  an  equitable  creditor,  with  an  estate  for 
securing  his  debt,  applies  to  a  court  of  equity  to  give 
him  execution :  where  such  a  case  is  clearly  shown, 
said  his  lordship,  the  court  will  appoint  a  receiver  upon 
motion  (i).  Thus  where  the  purchaser  of  an  estate, 
subject  to  an  equitable  rent-charge,  refused  to  pay 
it  (c) ;  or  where,  upon  a  creditor's  bill  for  sale  of  real 
estates,  the  heir  at  law  being  an  infant,  the  parol  de- 
murred, a  receiver  was  appointed  {d).  Where  a  bill 
was  filed  by  a  creditor  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other 
creditors,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed.  Lord  Redes- 
dale  held,  that  the  receiver  should  not  be  discharged 
upon  the  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  against  the  consent 
of  an  incumbrancer,  who  was  a  party ;  and  his  lord- 
ship seemed  to  be  of  opinion,  that  even  where  an  in-  . 
cumbrancer  was  not  a  party,  or  had  proceeded  in  the 
suit,  and  had  been  obliged  to  file  a  new  bill,  yet  that 
the  court  would  not  discharge  the  receiver,  and 
would  direct  that  such  bill  should  be  taken  as  filed 
at  the  time  of  the  former  (e). 

The  court,  it  is  said,  interposes  with  reluctance  to 

(a)  1  Wils-  Ch.  Rep,  151. 154. 

{h)  Ibid.  That  it  has  been  granted  to  an  equitable  mortgagee; 
Tide  Curling  v.  Lord  Leycester,  2  Mad.  Ch.  234.  second  edition. 

(c)  tPritchard  v.  Fleetwood,  1  Meriv.  54. 

{d)  Sweet  v.  Partridge,  1  Cox,  433.  2  Dick.  696.  Docker  v. 
Homer,  cit.  ib. 

(e)  Largan  v.  Bowen,  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  296. 
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Special  In-    appoint  a  receiver  against  the  legal  title,  and  re* 

junctions.       quires  not  only  satisfactory  proof  upon  affidavit,  that 

Court  will      at  the  hearing  the  party  would  be  turned  out  of 

not  interpose  possession,  but  also  some  imminent  danger  to  the 

against  the      f  in 

legal  title,      intermediate  rents  and  profits,  if  possession  should 
ciwTof  fraud.  ^^^  ^®  taken,  under  the  care  of  the  court  (a).  How- 
ever, though  applications  for  receivers  have  been  fre- 
quently refused  in  these  cases  (ft),  yet  on  many  oc- 
casions, either  upon  consent  (c),  or  upon  circum- 
stances of  fraud  (rf),  or  where  a  defendant  absconds 
to  avoid  being  served  with  process  (e),  the  motion 
has  been  granted  before  answer. 
Other  cases       There  are  also  a  few  other  cases  in  which,  under 
receiver  has   similar  circumstances,  the  court  has  appointed  a 
been  ap-        receiver  upon  motion.  Thus,  where  upon  a  creditor's 

pointed  1  Ml    -.  11  1  1 

bill,  it  appears  by  the  answer  that  real  estate  must 
be  responsible,  a  receiver  will  be  appointed  (jf).  In 
a  prior  case,  even  before  the  time  for  answering  was 
out,  a  tenant  in  common  in  possession  was  ordered 
to  give  security  for  payment  of  the  proportion  of 
the  rents  to  his  co-tenants,  or  iii  default^  that  a  re- 
ceiver should  be  appointed ;  but  it  is  said,  that  for 
this  purpose,  the  circumstances  must  amount  to  a 


(a)  16  Ves.  70. 

(&)  Mordaunt  v.  Hooper,  Amb.  311.  Price  v.  Williams,  1  Yes. 
jun.  401.  Hugonin  v.  Bazeley,  13  Yes.  105.  Lloyd  v.  Passing- 
ham^  16  Yes.  59.  and  afterwards. upon  the  effect  of  the  evidence 
taken  in  the  cause,  3  Meriv.  697. 

(c)  Brodie  v,  Barry,  3  Meriv.  695. 

(d)  Compton  v.  Bearcroft,  cit.  2  Bro.  C.  C.  157.  Yann  v,  Bamett, 
ib.    Duckworth  v.  Traffbrd,  18  Yes.  283. 

(e)  Macguire  v.  Allen,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  75. 
{/)  Jones  V.  Pugh,  8  Yes,  71. 
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case  of  ea^clusion  of  the  co-tenant  (a).     In  a  recent  Special  In» 
case,  where  a  term  had  been  directed  to  be  sold  for  J^^^^^^' 
the  purpose  of  raising  portions,  and  a  tenant  for 
life  refused  to  produce  the  title-deeds,  a  receiver  was 
appointed  upon  motion  (i). 

It  has  been  observed  by  Lord  Eldon,  that  wherever 
the  court  has  refused  this  motion,  it  has  turned  upon 
the  circumstance  that  the  party  applying  could  not 
state  that  he  had,  strictly  speaking,  an  equitable 
title:  where  he  can  show  in  substanqe  that  he  had 
an  equitable  title,  the  motion  will  be  granted.  Ac- 
cordingly, in  the  case  before  him,  his  lordship  granted 
a  liiotion  for  a  receiver,  before  answer,  upon  a  bill 
of  a  purchaser  pendente  lite;  the  suit  having  been 
instituted  by  the  wife  of  the  vendor,  claiming  under 
a  settlement  voluntary  as  being  after  marriage  (c). 

The  court  has  not  in  any  instance  put  a  receiver  Receiver 
upon  a  mortgagee  in  possession,  provided  he  could  where  mort- 
swear  that  any  thing  was  due  to  him  (rf) ;  but  where  pogsession. 
a  mortgagee .  has  not  kept  any  account,  the  court 
would  probably  grant  an  injunction  (e).  It  has  been 
said,  that  a  receiver  cannot  be  appointed  unless  the 
mortgagee  is  before  the  court  (y).     But  in  a  case 
l^efore  Lord  Alvanley(^),  Sir  H.  Dash  wood,  who 
had  charged  his  estates  to  a  considerable  s^mount, 

(a)  Street  v.  Anderton,  4  Bro*  C.  C.  4?14.     Evelyn  v.  Evelyn, 
1  Dick.  800.     Milbank  v.  Revett,  2  Meriv.  405. 

(b)  Brigstoke  v,  Mansel,  3  Mad.  Rep.  47. 

(c)  Metcalfe  v.  Pulvertoft,  1  V.  &  B.  180. 

(d)  Quarrell  v,  Beckford,  13  Ves.  377. 

(e)  Codrington  v,  Parker,  16  Ves.  469. 

(J')  Price  V.  Williams,  Coop.  31.    Vide  also  Phipps  v.  Bishbp  of 

Bath  and  Wells,  2  Dick.  608. 

(g)  Dalmer  v.  Dasliwood,  2  Cox,  378. 
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Special  In^ 
junctiofu. 


Partner  re- 
strained 
from  inter- 
meddling 
with  partner- 
ship  effects. 


appointed  Walker  his  steward  or  receiver  of  all  his 
estates,  with  directions  to  pay  the  interest  to  the 
mortgagees,  and  the  surplus  of  the  rents  to  himself. 
He  afterwards  granted  several  annuities,  represent* 
ing  the  estate  to  be  free  from  incumbrances,  and 
charged  them  on  the  mortgaged  premises.  On  a 
bill  filed  by  the  annuitants  against  Sir  H.  Dashwood 
and  Walker,  to  which  the  prior  incumbrancers  were 
not  parties,  an  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain 
Walker  from  paying  any  part  of  the  rents  to  Sir  H. 
Dashwood,  and  a  receiver  was  appointed,  without 
prejudice  to  the  prior  mortgagees  taking  possession: 
where  the  mortgagee  is  not  in  possession,  the  court 
will  appoint  a  receiver,  without  prejudice  to  the  right 
of  the  mortgagee  to  obtain  possession  {a). 

A  court  of  equity  will  frequently  interpose  by 
injunction,  to  restrain  b.  partner  from  intermeddling 
with  the  partnership  effects,  accepting  or  negotiating 
bills  in  the  name  of  the  partnership.^  &c.  and,  if  neces- 
sary, appoint  a  receiver  (i);  but  there  are  cases  in 
which  an  injunction  will  be  granted,  although  a 
receiver  is  refused  (c).  This  will  not  be  done  merely 
on  the  ground  of  there  being  a  dissolution  of  the 
partnership ;  it  will  be  granted  wherever  there  is  a 
violation  of  duty  in  the  partner,  or  a  breach  of  con- 
tract (rf). 


(a)  Bryan  v.  Cormick,  1  Cox,  422. 

{b)  Williams  v.  Bingley,  cit,  2  Vern.  278.  n.  Philips  v,  Atkin- 
son, 2  Bro.  C.  C.  272.  Read  v.  Bowers,  4  Bro.  C.  C.  440.  Pea- 
cock w.  Peacock,  16  Ves.  49. 

(c)  Hartz  v.  Schrader,  8  Ves.  317. 

(d)  Harding  v.  Glover,  18  Ves.  28L  Charlton  v.  Poulter,  19 
Ves.  148.  n. 
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The  principle  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  inter-  Special  In- 
poses  in  this  mode  between  partners,  is  merely  with  *^"^^  ^^^' 
a  view  to  the  relief,  by  winding  up  and  disposing  of 
the  ccmcern,  and  dividing  the  produce :  it  will  not 
l^ind  itself  to  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  the  concern. 
The  court  refused  upon  any  other  principle  to  grant 
an  injunction,  and  appoint  a  manager  in  the  Opera- 
house  case  (a) . 

The  court  is,  however,  cautious  (even  when  an- 
cillary to  a  dissolution)  in  granting  this  relief :  ac- 
cordingly, under  a  bill  by  some  partners  in  a  joint 
concern,  on  behalf  of  themselves  and  the  others, 
three  hundred  in  number,  for  a  dissolution,  receiver, 
&c.  and  an  account,  alleging  mismanagement  by  the 
managers ;  the  court  refused  to  interfere  by  injunc- 
tion, and  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  in  the  first 
instance,  until  the  parties  had  tried  the  means  of 
redress  provided  by  the  articles  (i). 

Mr.  Wooddeson  has  preserved  a  note  of  a  remark-  Partner  re- 
able  case,  where  the  court  seems  to  have  qualified  dissolving 
the  right  of  a  partner  to  dissolve  the  partnership,  partnership. 
*.*  An  application,"  he  observes,  "  was  made  some 
years  ago  to  the  Court  of  Chancery,  for  an  injunc- 
tion'to  inhibit  the  defendants  from  dissolving  a  com- 
mercial partnership;    the   other  side  proposed  to 
defer  it,  as  not  having  had  time  to  answer  the  -aflS- 
davits ;  but  it  was  insisted  that  this  was  in  the  na- 
ture of  an  injunction  to  stay  waste,  and  that  irre- 

(a)  Waters  v.  Taylor,  15  Ves.  10.  Upon  the  same  principle  it 
was  determined  that  there  could  be  no  relief  upon  a  bill  by  one 
partner  against  another,  which  did  not  pray  a  dissolution.  Forman 
©.  Homfray,  2  V.  &  B.  329. 

(i)  Carlen  v.  Drury,  1  V.  &  B.  154. 
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Special  In"    parable  damage  might  ensues    At  length  the  oomt 
jundumi.       deferred  dtf  the  de^^ndaats  tiadertakiag-  hotito  do 

any  thing  prejudicial  in  the  mean  time  91  buti-no 
doubt  arose  as  to  the  general  propriety  of  rthef  appli- 
cation (a).*'  .  r  .      fn 
Injunctions        The  doctrine  upon  the  subject  ofKinjunctidns^iin 
br^dfof*  *  the  nature  xyi  spec^  petjbrmantej  grant^d^toir^^stmbi 
covenant,      the  violation  of  covenants,  has  already.b6$n  iKftioeA; 

1st,  in  considering  those  cases  where  a /tenaxiti hold- 
ing under  an  agreement  for  a  lease,  and' consequently 
having  a  right  to  a  specific  perforaiance  of' that 
agreement,  has  been  considered  entitled  to  jani  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  landlord  from  proceeding 
against  him  in  ejectment  {b) ;  and  2dly,  among  thoae 
cases  where  a  tenant  has  been  restrained  fVom  acts, 
in  which,  though  in  the  nature  of  waste,,  a  court  9f 
equity  has  interposed,  upon  the  principle  that  thife 
commission  of  them  would  be  a  violatiooa  of  covenant, 
.  attended  with  immediate  damage  to  the  plaintiff.  It 
remains  to  notice  a  few  cases  which  could  not  Gon- 
veniently  be  comprized  under  either  of  those  heads. 
The.  first  case  upon  this  subject,  was  one  in  which 
thC'  plaintifis,  whose  house  was  so  near  the  chutch 
that  the  five  o'clock  bell  in  the  morning  disturbed 
them,  had  come  to  an  agreement  with  the  parish 
officers,  that  in  consideration  of  their  erecting!  a 
cupola  and  clock,  the  five  o'clock  bell  should  ndt  be 

(a)  Chavany  v.  Van  Sommer^  U  Geo.  S,  Wood  Lee.  Vol.  S. 
416.  n.  Mr.  Swanston^  in  a  note  to  the  late  case  of  Crawshay  v. 
Maule,  which  is  full  of  the  most  rare  and  valuable  learning  upon 
the  subject  of  partnership,  has  given  the  entries  of  this  case  in  the 
Register's  book.    1  Swa.  512. 

{b)  Ante,  p.  23.  et  $eq. 
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mag.  ^'Thid  plaintifiB  Inmag  exeotited  tiieir  ^elrtof  Specud^lm- 
•thefagl^emeat,  the  bdl  Mnas  silenced  for  about  two  >^'^^*'' 
<yeaf»5*  butfIa^new  order  of  vestry  having  been  /ob- 
•tiqq«d»fbr  tingingdt)  Lord  i  Macclesfield  granted  an 
injunction  to  stay  the  ringing  till  the  hearing ;  and 
the  iiO!rdi» '  ObrtimisBioners  afterwards  decreed,  that 
the  injunction  should  continue  during  the  Uves  of 
the  plffintii^'  and  the  survivor  (a),  in  a  case  before 
iJord 'Rossiyn,  an  injunetion  urns  granted  upon  cer- 
tificate'of  bill  filed)  and  alfidavit,  to  restrain  the  do- 
fehddnts^  who  held  under  the  proprietors  of  Vauxhall 
Ganlensy  from  keeping  a  house  of  public  entertain- 
mejQt,  and  selUng  refreshments  and  liquors,  in  viola^ 
^tibn  of  their  covenant  {b).  An  injunction  was  refused 
in  the  Exchequer,  which  was  applied  for  on  this 
'ground,  and  which  seems  to  be  in  opposition  to  the 
p!re9ent  practice:  the  defendant  had  contracted  to 
supply  the  plainti£&  with  musical  instruments,  and 
not  to  sell  any  on  his  own  account ;  he  afterwards 
soid  some  for  himself,  but  the  court  refused  to  inter- 
fere before  the  hearing  (c). 

Upon  the  principle  of  this  doctrine,  the  case  of 
Morris  v.  Colman  was  determined  before  Lord 
'  Eldon.  Upon  a  bill  filed  for  an  execution  of  certain 
articles  of  agreement  relating  to  the  Haymarket 
>  Theatre,  an  injunction  was  granted  to  restrain  Mr. 
Colman  from  acting  as  manager.  Upon  a  motion  to 
dissolve,  a  question  arose  as  to  the  validity  of  a  clause 
in  the  artides,  restraining  Mr.  Colman  from  writing 

(a)  Martin  v.  Nutkin,  2  P.  W.  266. 

{b)  Barrett  v.  Blagrave,  5  Ves.  555.    The  injunction  was  after* 
wards  dissolved.    6  Ves.  lO^. 

(c)  Longman  v.  Calliford,  3  Anst.  64>5. 
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Special  In-    dramatic  pieces  at  any  other  theatre :  Lord  Eldon 
junctums.       considered  such  a  covenant  as  legal,  and  compared 

it  to  covenants  restraining  trade  within  particular 
limits,  or  partners  from  carrying  on  the  same  trade 
for  their  private  benefit  (<2). 

Lord  Eldon,  on  a  recent  occasion,  alluding  to  tbid 
determination,  observed,  that  this  was  an  agreement 
which  he  had  been  very  unwilling  to  enforce.  It  was 
not  that  he  would  write  for  the  Haymarket  Theatre, 
but  that  he  would  not  write  for  any  other  theatre  i 
that  it  appeared  to  him  that  the  court  could  enforce 
'  that  agreement,  by  restraining  him  from  writing  for 
any  other  theatre.  The  court  could  not  compel  him 
to  write  for  the  Haymarket  Theatre ;  but  it  did  the' 
only  thing  in  its  power,  it  induced  him  indirectly  to 
do  one  thing,  by  prohibiting  him  to  do  another  (b). 
The  case  which  contains  these  observations,  was 
attempted  to  be  brought  within  the  application  of 
them.  The  defendant  had  agreed  to  compose  and 
write  reports  of  cases  determined  in  the  Exchequer, 
to  be  printed  and  published  by  the  plaintiffs  for  a 
stipulated  remuneration :  Lord  Eldon,  in  dissolving 
an  injunction  which  had  been  obtained  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  printing  and  publishing  with 
other  persons,  observed,  that  he  could  not  compel 
the  defendant  to  remain  In  the  Exchequer  and  take 
notes  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  there  was  nothing 
in  the  agreement  by  which  he  could  indirectly  induce 
him  to  do  so,  by  preventing  him  from  writing  for 
any  other  person  (c), 

(a)  Morris  v.  Colman,  18  Ves.  437. 

(J)  2  Wils.  Ch.  Rep.  164, 

(c)  Clarke  t?.  Price,  2  Wils.  Ch.  Rep.  157. 
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The  author  has  not  been  able  to  find  any  reported  Special  in- 
case  in  which  the  court  has  interposed  by  injunction  ^"^^^^^^* 
to  restrain  the  breach  of  a  covenant  entered  into  by  Whether  the 
the  vendor,  upon  the  sale  of  the  goodwill  of  a  shop  rgg^J^j^^Jh 
or  premises,  not  to  carry  on  the  same  trade.     The  breach  of  a 
doctrine  upon  the  subjects  of  covenants  in  restraint  upon^sSe  of 
of  trade,  has  been  much  discussed  both  at  law  and  goodwill,  not 
equity.   It  is  fully  established,  that  although  general  same  trade. 
covenants  in  restraint  of  trade  are  void,  yet  that  a 
particular  covenant,  when  upon  sidfficient  considera^ 
tion,  is  valid  (a) ;  but  a  mere  sale  of  the  good  will  of 
a  trader  without  any  further  provision,  will  not  pre- 
vent the  vendor  from  immediately  setting  up  the 
same  trade  next  door  (6).     It  may  be  inferred  from 
Lord  E^don's  observations  in  Crutwell  v.  Lye  (c), 
that  there  is  no  reasonable  objection  to  a  court  of 
equity  interfering  in  this,  as  in  similar  cases,  by  in- 
junction, upon  the  ground  of  breach  of  covenant.   In 
the  case  alluded  to,  the  absence  of  covenant  upon  this 
subject  was  relied  upon  as  one  of  the  grounds  upon 
which. the  court  refused  an  injunction  to  restrain  a 
bankrupt,  who  had  obtained  his  certificate,  from 
setting  up  a  similar  trade  to  that  which,  together 
with  the  goodwill,  had  been  sold  under  the  com- 
mission by  his  assignees.     What  might  be  the  effect 
of  a  covenant  of  this  nature  by  a  bankrupt^  whose 
property  had  been  sold  by  his  assignees  with  the 
goodwill,  is  a  curious  question,  and  was  alluded  to 

(o)  Mitchel  v.  Reynolds,  1  P.  W.  181.  Chesman  t?.  Nainby 
Stra-  739.  3  Bro,  P.  C.  349.  Ed.  Toml.  1.  234.  Gale  v  Reed. 
8  East.  80. 

(b)  Shackle  v.  Baker,  14  Ves.  468. 

(c)  17  Ves.  335. 


Spfifi^U^.   hy  'Lord  iBldonin'  that  <»6d,  as^  onenpm  whichihe 

Injunction  >.  The  oourt  wiU  nipt  mterfere  to  re.starain- the  viola- 
where  a  ^^  ^  ^^  agreement,  of  which,  from  the'  natiirei  of 
specific  per-  the  subject,  there  can  be  no  decree  for  a«  specific 

formance  -,       •'  i-      i  •    •        ^«  n      j 

could  not  be  pf^rformanoe ;  accordingly  an  injunction'  wa»  r<erusea 
decreed.        ^q  restrain  the .  defendant  from  imparting  the  secar«t 

of  a  medical  preparation :  either  the  subject,i  it  .was 
observed,  was  a  secret,  or  none ;  if  a  secret,  -  iwhat 
signified  an  injunction  ?  The  court ,  possessed  •  no 
means  on  any  occasion  of  determining^  whetheir.it 
had  or  had  not  been  violated ;  if  not  a  secret,  tthepe 
was  no  ground  for  interfering  (a). 
Solicitor  re-  An  injunction  of  a  singulai-  nature, was  granted 
aclglo^a^  in  the  great  cause  of  Lord  Cholmondeley  t;.Xord 
party  in  a      CUuton,  to  restrain  a  solicitor,  who  had  been  in 

partnership  with  the  attorney  of  the  defendant,  from 
becoming  the  solicitor  in  that  cause  for  the  plain- 

y  >  The  foundation  of  this  motion  was,  that  the  per- 
%son-  sought  to  be  restrained  from  so  acting,  was 
possessed  of  knowledge  which  would  give  to  the 
person  employing  him  an  undue  advantage :  where 
-this  circumstance  did  not  exist,  a  motion  for  the 
i^aipe  purpose  was  refused  in  the  Exchequer.  In 
rth^t  case  a  solicitor  had  acted  to  a  certain  extent 

•  I  •  (a)  Newbcry  v.  James,  2  M eriv.  446.  Vide  also  Williams  v. 
Williams,  3  Meriv.  160.  In  a  case  before  Lord  Macclesfield^  a  value 
was  refused  to  be  set  upon  a  chemical  secret,  which  a  freeman  of 
the  city  of  London  had  communicated  to  one  of  his  children  upon 
his  de^th-bed^.and  which  the  bill  attempted  to  bring  into  the  estate. 
Anon.  113.  Harg.  MSS.  174. 
(6)  Coop.  80. 


suit. 
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only^fbr  parties  defendants  in  an  amicable  suit  in  i^ddlln* 
chancery ;  the  court,  however,  dissolved  an  injunc-  J^^^°^' 
tion  to  restrain  him  from  acting  in  a  cause  where 
k  hill  had  been  filed  by  some  of  those  defendants 
against  others  of  them,  the  scdicitor  making  affidavit 
that  he  was  not  confidentially  possessed  of  any  se<^ret8 
which  might  be  used  to  the  prejudice  of  such  other 
defendants,  or  had  knowledge  of  any  facts  unknown 
to  his  clients  {a). 

Upon  the  well  known  jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  Enjoyment 
eqoity  to  protect  the  enjoyment  of  specific  chattels,  ^hatS^^ro- 
which  cannot  be  the  subject  of  compensation  in  tectedbyin- 
damages,  an  injunction  has  been  granted  to  restrain  J^^'^^°- 

the  disposition  of  them  when  taken  in  execution  (ft). 

» 

In  another  case  a  defendant,  before  he  had  prayed 
time  to  answer,  was  restrained  from  selling  certain 
diamonds  to  which  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  en- 
titled (c). 

Injunctions  have  been  also  granted  to  restrain  a:  injunction  to 
defisndant  from  publishing  a  work,  or  carrying  on  a  restrain  a 
trade,  under  a  fraudulent  representation  that  such  publishing  a 
work  or  trade  was  that  of  the  plaintiff.    Thus  in  the  ^^^^\  ^l 

*  carrying  on 

case  of  Hogg  v.  Kirby(rf),  the  defendant  was  re-  a  trade  under 

A.     •      :i  n  1  f  i_*  •  A*  another's 

stramed  from  publishing  a  magazine  as  a  contmua-  i^gaae. 
tion  of  the  plaintiff's  magazine  in  numbers.   So  also 
where  the  proprietor  of  a  newspaper  bequeathed  to 
his  widow  the  benefit  of  that  trade,  subject  to  a  trust 
for  maintaining  and  educating  her  family,  and  she 

(a)  Robinson  v,  Mullett^  4  Price^  353. 

(b)  Lady  Arundell  v.  Phipps,  10  Ves.  139. 

(c)  Tonnins  v.  Prout,  1  Dick.  387.  Vide  also  Ximenes  v.  Franco, 
ib.  149. 

(d)  8  Ves.  215. 
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SpcQiftl^fy^  halving  formed  an  attachment  for  the  foreman^  assisted 
junc  u^n^,      j^  .^  publishing  a  paper  with  the  same  name,  an 

injunction  was  granted  upon  the  application  of  the 
executors  (/{)•  An  injunction  was  also  in  a  recent 
case  obtained,  to  restrain  the  publication  of  poems, 
represented  to  be  the  work  of  Lord  Byron  (J). 

In  the  case  of  Crutwell  v.  Lye,  however  (c),  an  isr 
junction  was  refused  to  restrain  a  person  who  had  sold 
a  trade  with  the  goodwill,  from  setting  up  a  similar 
trade;  there  being  no  express  covenant  norjraudy 
by  representing  it  as  a  continuation  qf  the  old  trade^ 
nor  any  conduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant  which 
might  create  a  confidence  in  others  that  he  would 
not  trade  again. 

An  injunction,  however,  has  been  granted  in  one 
case,  to  restrain  a  manufacturer  of  blacking  from 
using  labels  in  imitation  of  those  employed  by  the 
plaintifi^(£?)  \  in  another  where  the  defendant  having 
sold  a  medicine  to  the  plaintiff,  set  up  another  under 
a  similar  description,  and  in  his  advertisement  adopted 
verses  which  had  been  attached  to  the  original  me- 
dicine (e).  But  where  a  person  does  not  assume  the 
name  and  character  of  another,  he  will  not  he  pre- 
ven<ted  from  selling  an  article  under  the  same  title  (/); 
and  Lord  Hardwicke  refused  to  restrain  a  defendant 
from  using  the  Great  Mogul  as  a  stamp  upon  his 
cards,  upon  a  suggestion  that  the  plaintiff  had  the 

% 

(a)  Keene  v.  Harris,  cit.  17  Ves.  342. 

(b)  Lord  Byron  v.  Johnston^  2  Meriv.  29. 

(c)  17  Ves.  335. 

(d)  Day  v.  Day.  1816. 

(c).  Sedon  v.  Senate,  cit.  2  V.  &  B.  220. 
(/)  Canham  v.  Jones,  2  V.  &  B.  218. 


sole  right  t  he  said  he  knew  no  instance  of  restrain^  5/w*iy/iii^ 
ing  owe  tradesman  from  using  the  same  mark  as  -^^^^ 
anbthert,  and  that  there  was  no  more  objection  to  it 
thah^to  an* innkeeper  setting  tip  the  same  sign  (a). 

Where  persons  are  authorised  by  act  of  parliament  Persons 
to  cut  a  catiat,  and  their  funds  turn  out  to  be  in-  canal,  re- 
suffidiint  for  the  completion  of  the  proposed  tinder-  p^^'oSn^^ 
tafti*ng*.  if  thje  owner  of  an  estate,  through  which  where  their 
the  legisiatJnre  ha^  given  to  the  speculators  a  right  sufficient!  *°* 
to  carty  the  canal,  can  show  that  the  persons  so 
authorised  are  unable  to  complete  their  work,  and 
is  prompt'  in  his  application  for  relief,  the  court  will 
not  p6rmit  the  further  prosecution  of  that  under- 
taking (ft)  ;  but  where  the  speculators  are  not  cutting 
through  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff,  this  application 
-would  probably  fail.     An  injunction  was  lately  re- 
fused'to  restrain  persons  authorised  by  act  of  par- 
liaiment  to  cut  a  canal  (and  required  to  appropriate 
certain  sums  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  works  to  protect  a  harbour,  in  which  the  tati^ 
was  intended  to  terminate),  from  cutting  through 
their  own  lands  at  a  distance  from  the  harbour,  there 
being  at  the  time  an  insufficiency  of  funds  fbr  the 
completion  of  the  undertaking,  pending  an  appli- 
cation to  parliament  for  further  powers  to  levy 
money  (c). 

We  may  conclude  this  chapter  by  noticing  a  hasty  No  injunc- 
dictum  of  Lord  EUenborough's,  which  has  attracted  g^^J^^nbd. 
considerable  attention.     In  the  case  of  Du  Bost  v. 

(a)  Blanchard  v.  Hill,  2  Atk.  484. 

{h)  Agar  v.  Regent's  Canal  Company,  cit.  1  Swa,  250.  Coop.  77. 
(c)  Mayor  and  Burgesses  of  King's  Lynn  v,  Pemberton,  1  Swa. 
244. 
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junct'ionir''  k  picture;  that  was  publicly  fexhibitedi  hi^f^S^ 

^matbt^y  of  a  gentleman  arid  his?  wife,' 'Wtd^  wa«  "^^tH* 
defendatit^  sistet;  that  great  judg^  is  ^refport(ia^«6 
hav^  used  the  folloMring  expression :  '^  If  i* 'W^i* 
libel  upon  the  persons  introduced  into  4fc,  the  ^li% 
catmot  consider  it  valuable  to  a  plctri^e^  Ujpod  an 
applicatron  to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  he  i;^o>ttld  bftSNfe 
granted  an  injunction  against  its  exhibition,  aiAi^tfa^ 
plaintiff  was  both  civilly  and  criminaHy  li^eibte  'fkk 
haVitig  exhibited  it/^  This  doctrine  iS'statfe*"!* 
have'  caused  at  the  time  considerable  astonishm^jAt 
lit  the  ttinds  of  all  the  practitioners  of  the 'cdUrtA'Vfif 
equity  (ft);  the  proposition  is,  indeed,  bbviotlfely 
erroneous.  There  is,  perhaps,  but  one  instance  16 
the  books,  of  any  judge  having  maintained  the^exisb-. 
eiice  of  a  power  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  restrsoiy- 
ing  publications  on  any  other  ground,  but  liiat  of  prci- 
perty  and  copyright;  and  it  was  then  done  in  lan- 
guage s6  strange  and  unconstitutional,  as  to  c^rry 
with  it,  its  own  refutation.  Upon  a  motion  to  M- 
Strain  the  publication  of  a  translation  of  the  ArcheeO- 
logia  Sacra,  Lord  Macclesfield,  after  noticing  thiit^  a 
'trandatibn  was  not  within  the  prohibition  of  thfe 
statute  of  Anne,  is  reported  nevertheless  to  ha^ 
saidj  tha*  this  being  a  book  which,  to  his  kntowl^dge 
(^having  read  it  in  his  study),  contained  strange 
'nbtrcms,  intended  by  the  author  to  be  conceded 
from  the  ^  vulgat,  in  the  Latin  language,  in  which 
linguaige  it  could  not  do  much  hurt,  the  learned 
being  better  able  to  judge  of  it;  he  thought  it  pro- 
Co)  2  Camp.  511. 

(b)  20  How.  St.  Tr.  799,  » ' 


per/to Tgrant  au  iqjupctiou  ,tQi  thq  printingf  apd  pujj-  Sj^^ijn;-^ 
WislHttg  it  in  English :.  that  he  looked  upon  it  that  -^    -?-^'"^^ 
this  court  had  a  supexin  tendency  oyer  all  books^  and 
4Q|igbt9<in.a  summary  way,  restrain  the  printing  or 
pubUslvng;  any  that  contained  reflections  on  religion 
f>i  morality  (a)t 

\r  It  i^  remarkable  that  no  mention  is  made  by  Hud- 
$9^  of  any.  such  preventive  jurisdiction/  even  in  the 
Stai?  Chamber  c  there  is  an  instance,  indeed^  in  which 
jthe  court  of.  King's  Bench  assumed  to  itself  thi3 
appwer,  in  Charles  IL's  time,  under  Scroggs ;.  but  it 
was  so  immediately  reprobated,  as  to  form  afterwards 
iQne.pf  the' articles  of  impeachment  against  him. 
)I3)e .  court,  of  which  he  was  the  head,  actually  made, 
and  caused  to  be  served  upon  the  publisher  and 
divers  printers,  a  rule  of  court  prohibiting  the  print- 
ing and  publication,  by  any  person  whatsoever,  of  a 
book  entitled  "  the  Weekly  Packet  of  Advice  from 
BfOme,  or  the  History  of  Popery  (^)/' 
^wSo  little  has  it  even  been  supposed,  that  such,  a 
jurisdiction  (if  it  ever  legally  existed  any  where) 
belonged  to  the  court  of  Chancery,  that  it  would. be 
idifficult  to  find  any  authority  in  which  it  has  bei^n 
In  terms  denied*  The  following  observation  of 
J^ord  Eldon,  in  the  late  case  of  Southey  v.  Sherwood, 
^  the  only  trace  which  the  author  has  been  able  to 
discover  of  any  allusion  to  this  notion.  In  that  case 
hia  lordship,  after  noticing  the  doctrinq  by  lyjbiph.a 
court  of  equity  refuses  a^i  injunction  to  restrain  tfaje 
publication  of  works  of  such  a  nature  as  that  an. 


(a)  Burnett  v,  Chetwood,  2  Meriv,  441.  n. 

(b)  8  How.  St.  Tr.  198. 
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action  of  damages  cannot  be  maintained  for  them^ 
proceeded  to  observe :  "  It  is. very  true  that  in  some 
cases  it  may  operate  so  as  to  multiply  copies  of  mis- 
chievous publications,  by  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
interfere  by  restraining  them ;  but  to  this  my  answer 
is,  that  sitting  here  as  a  judge  upon  a  mere  qxiestion 
of  property,  I  have  nothing  to  do  with,  the  nature  of 
the  property,  nor  with  the  conduct  of  the  parties, 
except  as  it  relates  to  their  civil  interests;  and  if 
the  publication  be  mischievous,  either  oatbe  part 
of  the  author  or  of  the  bookseller,  it  is  not  my. busi- 
ness to  interfere  with  it.  In  the  case  now  before 
the  court,  the  application  made  by  the  plaintiff  is  on 
the  ground  only  of  his  civil  interest,  and  this  is  the 
proper  place  for  such  an  application  (a)/' 

There  is  a  species  of  interlocutory  order  that  has 
of  late  become  extremely  frequent,  which  may  here 
be  noticed,  viz.  the  order  granted  upon  motion  to 
stay  proceedings  pending  an  appeal.  In  a  court  of 
law,  a  writ  of  error  in  a  civil  action  stays  all  pro- 
ceedings, upon  the  ground  that  the  record  is,  in 
theory,  in  the  superior  court  (6).  It  seems  also  to 
have  been  formerly  understood  by  the  House  of 
Lords,  that  an  appeal  from  a '  court  of  equity  also 
stayed  all  further  proceedings  j  but  by  a  late  order 
of  the  house,  founded  on  what  appeared  to  haye  (in 
contradiction  to  this  notion)  become  the  general 
practice,  it  has  been  settled,  that  an  appeal  from  a 
court  of  equity  does  not  stay  execution  of  the  de- 
cree (c).     It  has  accordingly  become  usual  for  ap- 

(a)  2Meriv.440,  44-1. 

{h)  15  Ves,  182. 

(c)  12  Aug.  1807.     15  Ves-  184. 
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plications,  under  various  circumstances,  to  be  made  S/^c^'o?  15i- 
to  stay  proceedings  pending  an  appeal  (a) ;  these,  .^"" 
however,  are  not  in  general  favoured,  and  it  has 
been  said,  that  execution  will  be  suffered  to  proceed, 
unless  the  court  sees,  that  if  it  should  turn  out  to 
be  wrong,  the  party  cannot  be  set  right  again  (i). 
These  applications  appear  to  have  been  made  in- 
discriminately to  the  superior  or  to  the  inferior 
Aourtj  but  it  is  settled  by  the  most  recent  deter- 
minations,  that  this  motion  ought  to  be  made  to  the 
superior  court. 

(a)  Gwyn  v.  Lethbridge,  14  Ves.  5S5*     Huguenin  v.  Basely, 
15  Ves.  182. '  Willan  v.  WUlan,  16  Ves.  89.    Waldo  v.  Cayley,  ib.    . 
206.     Monkhouse  v.  Corporation  of  Bedford,  17  Ves.  381.    Way 

V.  Foy,  18  Ves.  452.    Macnaghten  v.  Boehm^  1  Jac.  &  Walk.  48. 

(b)  17  Ves.  382. 


3^ 

Practice  in 
Special  In- 
junctions. 


PRACTICE   IN   SPECIAL   INJUNCTIONS. 


I 


CHAFfER  XV. 


How  ob- 
tained. 


Where 
granted 
against  a 


Practice  of  Courts  of  Equity  in  granting^  continiungj 
and  dissolving  Special  Injunctions. 


A  Special  Injunction  is  usually  obtained  upon 
motion  on  certificate  of  bill  filed,  and  affidavit  veri- 
fying the  material  circumstances.  But  in  the  vaca- 
tion, when  the  court  does  not  sit,  and  no  motion 
can  consequently  be  made,  a  judge  of  a  court  of 
equity  will  grant  an  injunction  upon  petition  (fl)j 
with  affidavit  and  certificate  of  bill  filed;  and  in 
an  extremely  urgent  case,  an  injunction  has  been 
granted  upon  petition  and  affidavit,  although  no  bill 
has  been  on  the  file  (*)• 

Several  of  the  rules  which  have  been  already 
noticed  with  regard  to  injunctions  to  stay  proceed- 

^m^^  ^^^  ^  ^^S^  ^^  ^^^*  obtain  also  in  the  practice  adopted  by 

the  courts  in  granting  Special  Injunctions.  Thus  an 
injunction  will  not  be  granted  to  restrain  a  person 
who  is  not  a  party  to  the  cause.  Thete  are,  how- 
ever, exceptions  to  this  rule,  as  well  as  to  the  rule 
with  regard  to  irijupctions  to  stay  proceedings  at 
law  (c).  ;  Accordmgly  an  injunction  has  been  granted 
to  restrain  a  tenant  in  possession^  though  no  party 


(fl)  Wy.  Pr.  Reg.  252.     Smith  v,  Clark,  2  Dick.  455.    Nichols 
V,  Kearsley,  ib.  6^5.   Chamberlayne  w  Dummer,  1  Bro.  C.C.  166. 

(b)  Mayor  of  London  v.  Bolt,  5  Ves,  ISO. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  ^S. 
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to  the  cause,  from  committing  waste  (a).    Tenants  Practice 
upon  a  lunations  estate  have  been  restrained,  on  pe-  ^jnjui^tons. 

tition,  from  cutting  down  timber,  though  no  bill 

has  been  filed  (*),  The  following  case  upon  this 
point  is  also  stated  to  have  been  decided  by  Lord 
Camden.  The  plaintiff  was  the  lord  of  a  manor  in 
Oxfordshire,  upon  which  the  defendants  claimed  a 
right  to  estovers,  and  under  that  right  cut  down 
timber  in  one  day  to  the  value  of  <£400 :  the  plains- 
tiff  filed  a  bill,  and  obtained  an  injunction  to  stay 
waste ;  upon  its  being  served,  their  attorney  recom- 
mended the  defendants  to  desist  from  cutting  down 
any  more  timber,  but  advised  other  tenants  to  cut, 
upon  which  Lord  Camden  granted  an  injunction  to 
stay  waste  against  persons  not  parties  (c).  We  have 
seen  that  a  solicitor,  who  was  no  party  in  the  cause, 
has,  under  circumstances,  been  restrained  by  an 
interlocutory  order,  firom  acting  for  one  of  the 
parties  (rf). 

In  general  also,  if  the  bill  does  not  specifically  Injunctions 
pray  an  injunction,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  entitled  though  not 
to  move  for  one,  under  the  prayer  for  general  re-  specifically 
lief  (e).    But  Lord  Eldon  has  observed,  that  if  after 
a  decree  for  an  account  under  ia  bill  for  a  foreclosure, 
the  mortgagor  were  to  attempt  to  cut  timber,  the 
court  would  enjoin  him,  though  there  was  no  prayer; 
and  his  Lordship,  in  the  case  before  him,  where 
there  had  been  a  decree  for  a  sale  of  part  of  the 

(a)  Attorney  General  v.  Duke  of  Ancaater,  1  Dick.  68. 
{b)  In  re  Creagh,  1  Ba.  &  Be.  108. 
(c)  Cit.  2  Dick.  670- 
{d)  Ante,  p.  312, 
(f)  Ante,  p.  48, 
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estate,  from  which  there  was  an  appeal,  restrained 
the  defendant  from  cutting  timber  in  the  mean- 
time (a). 

By  the  4  Anne,  c.  16.  s.  22.  a  subpoena  may  issue 
upon  a  bill  for  an  injunction  to  stay  waste  before 
the  bill  is  actually  filed,  though  it  must  be  served 
before  the  return  (b).  This,  however,  is  rarely 
done ;  and  indeed  till  lately,  a  practice  had  become 
very  general,  not  to  serve  any  subpoena  at  all  (c). 
This  irregularity  has,  however,  been  reformed,  by 
a  determination  of  Lord  Eldon  (cQ ;  and  at  present 
if  an  injunction  were  to  be  obtained  without  service 
of  th6  subpoena,  it  would  be  dissolved.  In  the  case 
alluded  to,  this  was  not  done,  as  the  party  had  been 
misled  by  the  practice  which  had  before  obtained ; 
but  Lord  Eldon  permitted  the  defendants  to  show 
cause  upon  affidavits,  considering  the  right  to  an 
answer  to  have  been  waived  by  the  omis3ion  to 
serve  the  subpoena. 

After  the  defendant  has  appeared,  a  motion  for  a 
special  injunction  can,  in  generd,  only  be  made  upon 
notice  (e). 

Sometimes,  however,  in  cases  in  the  nature  of 
waste,  the  court  will  interfere  upon  an  ex  parte  ap- 
plication by  injunction  after  appearance:  but  if  this 
is  done,  care  must  be  taken,  not  to  insert  in  the 
order,  the  usual  allegation  that  the  defendant  has  not 


(a)  Wright  x>.  Atkyns,  1  V.  &  B,  314. 
(5)  Vide  ante^  p.  49. 

(c)  Patrick  v.  Harrison,  S^Bro.  C*  C.  476.  . 

S  Anst.  851. 

(d)  Attorney  General  v.  Nichol,  16  Ves.  338. 
(f)  Marasco  v.  Boiton^  2  Ves.  112. 


V,  Blackwood, 
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appeared  (a).     In  one  case  the  defendant  had  ap-  Practice 
peared  the  day  before  the  motion  was  made.     Lord  ^injj^aions. 

Eldon,  however,  granted  an  injunction,  observing, 

that  if  a  person  about  to  commit  waste,  and  against 
whom  a  bill  was  filed,  could,  by  appearing  the 
evening  before  the  motion,  prevent  it,  he  would 
get  two  days,  during  which  he  might  cut  down 
the  timber.  His  Lordship  added,  that  perhaps  it 
might  be  different  where  the  defendant  had  ap- 
peared long  enough  to  have  enabled  the  plaintiff  to 
give  notice  [b). 

As  to  the  affidavits  necessary  to  obtain  an  in-  Affidavits  as 
junction,  it  is  in  general  necessary  that  a  plaintiff  ^  ^^®- 
should  swear  particularly  to  his  title.  An  injunction 
has  been  refused  where  a  plaintiff  merely  swore  upon 
his  information  and  belief  that  he  ,was  a  remainder 
man  under  a  settlement  (c).  An  averment  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  in  fee  simple  has  also  been  con- 
sidered insufficient,  as  being  too  general^  he  must 
set  out  his  title  particularly  [d) ;  and  if  the  plaintiff's 
right  appears  to  be  doubf/ul^  the  court  always  refuses 
to  interfere  (e). 

Upon  the  same  principle  it  is  required,  that  upon 
an  es  parte  application  to  restrain  the  violation  of  a 
patent  right,  the  plaintiff  should  swear  as  to  his 
belief  at  the  time  of  making  the  application  (and  not 
as  to  his  belief  at  the  time  he  obtained  the  patent) 


(a)  Harrison  v.  Cockerell,  3  Meriv.  1 . 

(b)  AUer  «.  Jones,  IS  Ves.  605. 

(c)  Davis  v.  Leo,  1  Ves,  784. 

(d)  Wliitelegg  v.  Whitelegg,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  57. 

(e)  Field  v.  Jackson^  2  Dick.  599.    Fanshaw  v.  Rotheram,  ib. 
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Practice        that  he  is  the  original  inventor  {a). .  So  upon  a  biH 
7nmnaions.    *^  restrain  an  infringement  of  copyright  by  an  as- 

signee  of  the  author,  the  plaintiffi  (since  the  recent 

determinations  at  law,)  must  show  that  the  assign«> 
ment  was  in  writing ;  though  it  seems  that  in  case 
he  is  the  assignee  of  an  assignee,  it  will  be  sufficient 
to  state  the  |  assignment  under  which  he  himself 
claims,  without  producing  the  assignment  to  his 
assignor  (J).  We  may  also  refer  to  former  passages 
to  show,  how  far,  possession  under  colour  of  titles 
will  induce  a  court  of  equity  to  interfere  by  in* 
junction,  before  a  trial  at  law  to  restrain  violations 
of  patent  and  copyright  (c) . 
Affidavits  as      The  plaintiff  should  also  by  his  affidavit  state 

to  facts. 

some  actual  violation  of  his  rights,  or  a  sufficient 
ground  to  apprehend  it.  Thus,  in  cases  of  waste,  an 
affidavit  merely  as  to  his. apprehension  or  belief  that 
the  defendant  intends  to  commit  waste,  without 
stating  any  grounds  for  it,  will  not  be  sufficient; 
there  must  either  be  some  fact,  like  the  marking 
trees,  sending  a  surveyor,  or  some  threat  {d). 
Service.  The  practice  of  the  court,  upon  the  subject  both 

of  service  of  the  subpoena,  and  of  the  service  of  in- 
junctions, and  the  cases  in  which  the  necessity  for 
the  latter  has  been  dispensed  with,  either  from  the 
circumstance  of  the  party  having  been  present  and 
having  heard  the  order,  or  from  his  being  otiierwise 

(a)  2  Meriv.  624. 

(5)  Ake,  p.  288. 

(c)  Ante,  p.  260,  261.  284,  285. 

{d)  Gibson  v.  Smithy  2  Atk.  182.  Barnard.  Ch.  Rep.  427. 
Jackson  v.  Cator,  5  Ves.  688.  Hanson  <o,  Gardiner,  7  Ves.  S©9. 
Riches  v*  Lance,  ib.  417.    Hannay  v.  M'Entire,  11  Ves.  54. 
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oc^nizant  that  it  had  been  pronounced  {a),  have  been  Practice 
so  fuUy  considered  in  a  former  part  of  this  treatise,  ^jnju^om. 

that  it  will  be  sufficient  to  refer  to  those  passages,  

^s  the  doctrine  upon  the  subject  is  the  same  in  every 
case  of  a  breach  of  an  order  of  injunction  ifi). 

The  orders  pronounced  by  the  court  in  cases  of  Form  of 
special  injunctions  have  been  various  at  different  junction. 
periods  (c).  It  will  be  observed,  from  several  of  the 
precedents  in  the  appendix  to  this  work,  that  the 
form  frequently  adopted  enjoined  the  party  **  till 
further  order  (rf)/*  In  some  cases  the  injunction 
has  been  till  "  appearance  and  further  order  (e),** 
in  others  "  till  answer  and  further  order  (/)."  But 
the  form  at  present  used,  and  which  is  established 
by  a  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Eldon  (^),  is  "  till  an- 

(a)  Since  the  former  part  of  this  treatise  has  been  printed,  the 
doctrine  upon  this  subject  has  been  carried  one  step  further  by 
Lord  Eldon.  In  the  case  of  Vansaodo  o.  Rose,  6th  December, 
1820,  a  defendant  was  committed  for  a  breach  of  an  injunction; 
though  the  only  notice  which  he  had  of  it  was  from  the  informa>- 
tion  of  the  plaintiff's  solicitor, 

(b)  Ante,  p.  49  et  seq.  66  et  seq, 

(e)  It  is  said  in  Gary  to  have  been  usual  to  grant  injunctions  on 
surmises,  with  a  proviso  si  ita  sit.  Fodringham  v.  Chomely,  Gary, 
53.    Aschughe  v.  Shelton,  ib.  56, 

(d)  App.  IX.  X,    Lane  v.  Newdigate,  10  Ves,  192. 

(e)  Lord  Grey  de  Wilton  v.  Saxon,  6  Ves.  106. 

(/)  Potter  V.  Ghapman,  1  Dick.  146.  Robinson  v.  Lord  Byron, 
1  Bro.  C.  C.  588.  2  Dick.  703.  It  is  by  mistake  stated  in  Mr. 
Gox'fl  report  to  have  been  till  "  answer  or  further  order."  Reg, 
Lib.  B.  1784.  fol.  143.  Drury  v.  Molins,  6  Ves.  328.  Lord  Tam- 
worth  V.  Lord  Ferrers,  ib.  419, 

(g)  The  author  is  indebted  for  this  information^  and  that  con- 
tained in  the  next  paragraph,  to  the  registrar.  No  notice  is  taken 
of  tlie  point  in  any  of  the  modern  books  of  practice :  all  the  most 
recent  orders  will,  however,  be  found  to  be  expressed  accordingly. 


326^  PRACTICE  IN  sp;ecial  injunctions. 

Practice        swer  OT  further  order/*     This  has  been  adopted,  as 

7njimaions.    g^^ing  defendant  the  liberty  to  move,  if  necessary, 

to  dissolve,  upon  affidavit. 

How  dis-  In  whatever  terms  an  injunction  may  be  conveyed, 

it  is  never  dissolved,  except  upon  motion  in  open 
court.  But  occasionally,  in  extremely  pressing 
cases,  the  Lord  Chancellor  has,  in  the  vacation, 
appointed  a  special  hearing  at  his  house  for  this^ 
purpose. 

As  to  read-        There  are  few  points  of  practice  which  have  been 

ing  affidavits  ,,  ,  ,  .  ,  ^-  /•    ^     m 

in  contradic-  ^oie  discussed,  or  which  are  mpre  satisractonly 
tion  to  the      established,  than  that  by  which  the  right  of  the 

answer.  *  .^  o 

plaintiff  has  been  established,  to  read  affidavits  upon 
the  motion  to  dissolve,  in  contradiction  to  the  de- 
fendant's answer.  It  has  been  already  shown  that 
it  is  a  rule,  to  which  there  is  no  exception,  that  affi- 
davits are  never  permitted  to  be  read  in  contradic- 
tion to  the  answer,  upon  the  motion  to  dissolve  an 
injunction  to  stay  proceedings  at  law  (a).  Thi§  doc- 
trine is  also  applied,  to  the  motion  to  dissolve  an  in- 
junction, to  stay  the  indorsement  or  negotiation  of 
a  bill  of  exchange  (b). 
Not  read  in  Upon  motions  to  continue  or  dissolve  injunctions 
Ut^.^^  ^    ^  ^  ^*^y  waste,  or  acts  in  the  nature  of  waste,  the 

court  is  also  equally  strict  in  not  permitting  affi- 
davits to  be  read  in  contradiction  to  the  answer  in 
support  of  the  plaintiff's  title.  But  as  to  facts  of 
waste  or  mismanagement  the  court  will  permit  affi- 
*  davits  to  be  read.  In  the  case  of  Lady  Strathmore 
V.  Bowes  (c)  an  application  was  made  by  the  plaintiff 

(a)  Ante,  p.  108. 

(b)  Ante,  p.  108. 

(c)  2  Bro.  C.  C.  88.  1  Cox,  263,  2  Dick.  673. 
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for  this  purpose.     Lord  Kenyon,  however,  felt  so  Practice 
much  doubt  upon  the  subject,  that  he  ordered  the  ^jnju^Zns. 

motion  to  stand  over  for  precedents ;  and  though 

there  are  several  in  which  this  was  done  (a)  (some 
of  which  were  produced),  he  was  unwilling  to  sanc- 
tion the  practice,  without  the  concurrence  of  the 
Chancellor  (A). 

There  is,  however,  no  doubt  of  the  admissibility  May  be  read 
of  affidavits  to  acts  of  waste y  or  in  cases  of  partner-  ^  ^J^^^* 
ship,  in  support  of  allegations  of  mismanagement  (c). 

But  where,  upon  a  motion  for  an  injunction  after  Affidavits 
appearance,  the  defendant  applies  that  it  may  stand  ^here  de- 
over,  in  order  to  file  affidavits  in  opposition,  and  ^ndant 

^  *  havinc;  ob- 

then,  instead  of  filing  an  affidavit,  puts  in  an  an-  taineltime 
swer:  Lord  Eldon  has  observed,  that  he  considers  ^?^^®  f^.^**" 

'  '  vits  puts  m 

this  a  different  case,  from  that  in  which  the  answer  an  answer 
comes  in  regularly  in  time :  and  has  said,  that  he  *"^ 
should  look  at  the  answer  as  an  affidavit,  and  allow 
the  original  affidavit  to  be  read  in  contradiction  to 
it  (rf). 

But  although  an  injunction  obtained  on  affidavits  Injunction 
filed  before  the  answer  may  be  sustained  by  affidavits  ori!,^nallv 
filed  subsequently,  yet  an  injunction  cannot  be  ori-  obtained 
ginally  obtained  on  such  affidavits.   In  a  recent  case,  vlts  filed 
where  this  was  attempted,  Lord  Eldon  observed,  that  ^^®'  answer, 
the  allegations  in  the  bill  are  general :  if  the  plaintiff 

(a)  Gibbs  v.  Cole,  3  P.  W.  255.  Ryder  v.Bentham,  1  Ves.  543. 
Attorney  General  v.  Bentham,  cit.  1  Cox,  264.  Mount  v,  Fenner, 
cit,  2  Dick.  676. 

(b)  1  Cox,  264. 

(c)  Charlton  v.  Poulter,  19  Ves.  148.  n.  Peacock  v.  Peacock, 
16  Ves.  49.    Lawson  v,  Morgan,  1  Price,  303. 

(d)  Morphett  v.  Jones,  19  Ves.  350. 
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Practice  at  once  supports  them  by  the  statement  of  particuhf 
^Inj^ahns.    ^^*^  ^^  aflSdavit,  the  defendant  possesses  an  op- 

portunity  of  explaining  or  denying  those  facts  by 

his  answer ;  but  if  the  plaintiff  resierves  his  affidavits 
till  the  answer  is  filed,  he  deals  not  altogether  fairly 
with  the  defendant,  who  is  entitled,  before  the  an- 
swer, to  be  apprized  of  the  points  on  which  the 
plaintiff  rests  his  case  (a).  Affidavits  of  acts  done 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  bill,  are  clearly  ad- 
missible (b) . 
Affidavits  Jn  the  above  noticed  case  of  Lady.  Strathmore  v. 

on  the  part  Bowes,  in  cousequence  of  the  doubts  of  Lord  Ken- 
of  defendant  y^jj    the  defendants,  in  order  to  avoid  the  delay, 

iQ  opposition  -^  •' 

to  affidavits  consented  that  the  plaintiff  should  read  affidavits : 
dictT^'to  ^°^  iaccordingly  affidavits  were  read  on  both  sides. 
the  answer.    Mr.  Dickens  expresses  considerable  surprise  at  the 

plaintiff  ^s  consenting  that  the  defendant  should  read 
.  affidavits,  in  support  of  the  answer,  and  observes, 
that  it  was  a  thing  never  before  heard  of.  But 
although  there  is  no  actual  decision  upon  this  point, 
yet  there  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  affidavits  are 
admissible,  upon  the  part  of  the  defendant,  in  op- 
position to  the  affidavits  filed  in  contradiction  to  the 
answer.  Lord  Eldon,  in  alluding  to  this  point,  has 
observed  (c),  that  the  case  of  Lady  Strathmore  v* 
Bowes  proved  the  correctness  of  the  doctrine,  that 
the  defendant  may  read  affidavits  in  support  of  the 
answer;  for  the  injunction  was  afterwards  dissolved 

(a)  Smythe  v.  Smythe,  1  Swanst.  252.  That  affidavits  may  be 
read  in  support  of  an  allegation  in  the  bill,  not  contradicted  by  the 
answer,  vide  ante,  p.  109.   ' 

(b)  lb. 

(c)  19  Ves.  154'. 
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en  the  ground  that  the  trees,  cut  by  the  defendant^  Practice 
had  been  marked  by  Lord  Strathmore,  the  plaintiflT's  ^if^j^i^ns. 

first  husband ;  and  it  would  have  been  a  consider- 

able  hardship  tp  a  man  having  title,  if  the  court 
should  permit  that  fact  to  be  tried  on  One  hand  by 
affidavit,  and  not  asserted  by  affidavit  on  the  oliher. 

Upon  the  motion  being  made  to  dissolve,  the  Order  upon 
court  will  either  absolutely  dissolve  the  injunctidn^  dissolv  *^ 
or  continue  it  to  the  hearing,  or  (subject  to  an  ac- 
count kept  in  the  meantime,)  will  direct  an  issue,  or 
an  action,  or  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  a  court  of 
law.  If  the  court  of  law  certifies  against  the  plain- 
tiff's title,  yet  the  cause  must  still  proceed  to  a 
hearing.  In  a  recent  case  a  motion  was  made  to 
dismiss  the  bill  with  costs,  by  analogy  to  the  prac- 
tice on  bills  for  specific  performance,  where  the 
Master's  report  is  adverse  to  the  plaintiff;  the  ap- 
plication was  h6wever  refused  (a). 

If  the  answer  admits  that  the  defendant  has  com-  ViHiere  con- 

.  /,  •        .  1  1         N  tinued  to  the 

mitted  waste  (however  trifling  it  may  have  been),  or  hearing. 
has  threatened  to  commit  it,  the  injunction  will  be 
Continued  till  the  hearing  (V). 

It  is  no  objection  to  the  granting  or  continuing  No  objection 
an  injunction,  that  the  case  is  of  such  a  nature,  that  [i^on^thai^^" 
an  account  cannot  be  decreed  upon  it.     Whatever  there  cannot 
difficulty  there  may  be  upon  the  question,  which  has  count. 
been  considered  in  a  former  page  (c),  as  to  the  right 
to  an  account  where  there  has  been  no  injunction 
Jprayed,  there  is  none  to  the  converse  of  that  pro- 

(a)  Brooke  v.  Clarke,  1  Swanst.  550. 

{h)  Packington  v.  Packington,  1  Dick.  101.    Attotney  General 
V.  Burrovrs,  ib.  128.  S.  C.     Anon.  3  Atk.  485. 
(c)  Ante,  p.  206.  et  seq. 
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in  Special 
Injunctions* 


Court  will 
not,  upon 
motion,  di« 
rect  an  act 
to  be  done. 


position.  Lord  Eldon,  in  the  case  of  the  Universities 
of  Oxford  and  Cambridge  v.  Richardson  (a\  where 
this  question  was  agitated,  suggested  several  cases 
clearly  illustrative  of  this  doctrine ;  where,  either 
from  difficulties  arising  from  the  complex  nature  of 
the  title  of  several  plaintiffs  interested  in  the  same 
account ;  or  from  the  trifling  value  of  the  injury 
actually  committed ;  or  from  the  circumstance  that 
the  evil  sought  to  be  restrained,  has  as  yet  only 
been  threatened  by  the  defendant,  and  not  com- 
menced ;  an  account  could  not  be  taken,  though'  the 
plaintiff  would  clearly  be  entitled  to  an  injunction. 
It  will  be  observed  also,  that  many  of  the  cases 
which  have  been  considered  in  the  preceding  chap- 
ter, where  injunctions  have  been  granted,  are  of 
such  a  nature,  that  an  account  could  not  be  given  in 
respect  of  them. 

It  seems  to  be  established  that  the  court  will  not, 
upon  motion,  direct  the  defendant  to  perform  an 
act.  There  is  indeed  a  passage  in  one  of  the  MS. 
reports  of  the  case  of  Worden  v.  EUers,  which  have 
been  before  alluded  to  (i),  from  whence  it  may  be 
inferred  to  have  been  Lord  Hardwicke's  opinion, 
that  the  court  might,  upon  motion,  order  the  de- 
fendant to  pull  down  a  building  which  was  clearly  a 
Buisance  to  the  plaintiff.  And  there  is  an  early 
ease  in  Tothill  of  an  order  to  show  cause  why  a  de- 
fendant, who  had  ploughed  up  ancient  pasture  land, 
should  not  lay  it  down  again  in  grass  (c).  The 
contrary  doctrine  is,  however,  firmly  decided.     In 

(a)  6  Ves.  701.  705.  706. 

(h)  Ante,  p.  199. 

(c)  Rolls  V.  Miller,  Toth.  144. 
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« 

the  case  of  Ryder  v,  Bentham  (a),  Lord  Hardwicke,  Practice 
upon  a  motion  for  an  order  to  pull  down  certain  %J^^ng^ 

blinds,  observed,  that  he  never  knew  an  order  to 

pull  down  any  thing  on  motion.  Lord  Thurlow,  in 
a  subsequent  case,  upon  a  motion  to  restrain  a  party 
from  digging  a  ditch,  and  to  compel  him  to  put 
every  thing  in  the  same  state  in  which  it  was  before, 
by  filling  up  so  miich  as  he  had  already  dug,  refused 
the  latter  part  of  the  motion  (i).  So  in  a  subse- 
quent case  Lord  Eldon  refused  an  order  specifically 
to  repair  the  banks  of  a  canal,  stop-gates,  and  other 
works  (c). 

But  though  the  court  will  not  directly^  and  in 
terms,  compel  the  performance  of  an  act  upon  mo- 
tion, yet  there  are  many  cases,  in  which  the  effect 
may  be  indirectly  obtained,  by  an  order  merely  re- 
strictive.  Thus  in  the  case  df  Robinson  v.  Lord 
Byron  the  effect  was  obtained,  by  the  order  re- 
straining the  defendant,  from  preventing  the  water 
from  flowing  in  such  regular  quantities  as  it  had 
ordinarily  done  before  the  day  on  which  the  alleged 
nuisance  commenced  (d).  In  Lane  v.  Newdigate  a 
similar  effect  was  obtained  by  an  order,  restraining 
the  defendant  from  impeding  the  plaintiff  from 
navigating,  using,  and  enjoying,  by  continuing  to 
keep  the  canals,  banks,  or  works  out  of  repair,  by 
diverting  the  water,  or  preventing  it  by  the  use  of 
locks  from  remaining  in  the  canals,  or  by  continuing 
the  removal  of  a  stop-gate. 

(a)  1  Ves.,54S. 

(6)  Aiion.  1  Ves.  jun.  140. 

(c)  Lane  ».  Newdigate,  10  Ves.  192. 

(d)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  188. 
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Injunctions 
to  quiet  pos" 
session  before 
the  hearing. 


CHAPTER  XVI. 

Injunctions  to  restrain  vesaHous  Litigation^ 

Injunctions  The  practice  of  granting  Injunctions  to  quiet  the 
sesuonbe-  possession  before  the  hearing,  was  once  extremely 
fore  the        cOmmon.     Hudson  relates  that  in  ancient  times  the 

Star  Chamber  began  every  case  with  an  injunction 
to  settle  the  possession  in  peace  till  the  cause  was 
determined;  of  which,  he  says,  there  were  not 
fewer  than  a  thousand  precedents  (a).  The  earlier 
books  of  chancery  practice  are  also  fuU  of  pre- 
cedents, in  which  this  course  was  adopted  (b) ;  and 
an  exprel^s  provision  was  made,  for  the  regulation  of 
the  practice  upon  this  head,  by  one  of  Lord  Bacon's 
ordinances  (c). 
In  what  The  object  of  this  species  of  motion,  was  to  re- 

granted.        strain  the  party  against  whom  the  application  was 

made,  from  taking^rciife  possession  of  the  premises 
pending  the  litigation.  This  injunction  used  only 
to  be  granted  to  quiet  possession  of  corporeal  here* 

(a)  Treat,  on  the  Star  Chamber,  2  Coll.  Jurid.  196. 

(i)  Pulvertost  v.  Pulvertost,  Cary,  52.  Sapcote  v.  Newport, 
ib.  66.  Harrison  v.  Cholmely^  ib.  72.  Boult  v.  Blunts  ib«  Loird 
Baltimore  v.  Reynell,  Toth.  115*  Delahay  v.  Pottenden,  ib.  147- 
Stationers'  Company  v.  Simcox,  ib.  Lady  Poines*  case,  1  Vem. 
156.  Lord  Falipouth  v.  Innis,  Mose.  89.  Foster  v.  Saul,  ib. 
Filewood  v.  Palmer^  ib*  17L    Balder  v,  Rogers^  Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  74. 

(c)  Beames's  Orders,  15. 
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^Utixments :  an  application  to  extend  it  to  the  profits  Injunctions 
of  an  qffke  has  been  refused  (a).  Ltf^?^ 

To  obtain  this  order,  it  was  required,  by  analogy  ihe  hearing. 
to  the  statutes  of  forcible  entry,  that  the  party  ap- 
plying  should  have  had  peaceable  possession  of  the 
premises  by  the  space  of  three  years  before  the 
filing  of  the  bill,  of  which  the  court  required  to  be 
satisfied  upon  oath.  The  party  was  also  required  to 
swear  that  his  interest  was  not  determined  by  for- 
feiture, surrender,  or  other  lawful  means ;  and  ac- 
cording to  the  practice  prior  to  the  time  of  Lord 
Bacon,  a  bond  was  required  to  be  entered  into  by 
the  party  to  the  amount  of  <£10  as  a  security,  that 
the  information  so  given  was  true  (A). 

This  species  of  relief  appears  to  have  been  granted  Granted 
indiscriminately,  either  to  a  plaintiiF  or  a  defend-  piaintiffor 
ant(c).     In  one  case,  where  the  defendant  was  in  aefendanu 
possession  at  the  time  the  bill  was  filed,  and  the 
plaintifi^had  entered  upon  him,  the  defendant  ob- 
tained an  order  that  either  he  might  have  an  in- 
junction  for  possession,  or  that  the  plaintiff  should 
show  cause,  why  his  bill  should  not  be  dismissed  {d). 
In  another  case,  a  bill  was  actually  dismissed,  because 
the  plaintiff  had  entered  into  the  lands,  while  his 
suit  was  depending,  and  thereby  made  himself  his 
own  judge  (e). 

This  practice  has  lately  fallen  entirely  into  disuse^  Fallen  into 

disuse  in 
England. 

(a)  Anon.  3  Cli.  R^.  12.    Purefoy  v.  Jones,  ib.  39* 

(b)  170.  Harg.  MSS.  228.  where  a  number  of  early  precedents 
of  this  species  of  writ  are  collected. 

(c)  Hawkes  v.  Champion^  Cary,  51.    Dowche  «?.  Perrot,  ib.  63. 

(d)  Hill  V.  Portman,  Cary,  140. 

(e)  Illis  V.  Morris^  Prac.  in  Chancery  unfolded^  87. 
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Injunctions  at  least  in  England:  the  last  instance  of  a  deter- 
llstionb^ore  ^i^^-t^^n  upon  it,  is  in  the  case  of  Hughes  v.  Morden 
the  hearing.    College  (a),  where  Lord  Hardwicke  granted  an  in- 

junction  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiff  (who 
was  a  lessee  of  the  trustees  of  the  college)  to  re- 
strain the  commissioners  of  the  turnpike,  (to  whom 
the  trustees  had  granted  leave  to  dig  gravel,)  from 
forcibly  entering  the  plaintiff's  garden  and  digging 
gravel  in  it. 
Injunctions        Bills  of  this  nature  are  said  to  be  still  in  use  in 
session  be^*'  Ireland  (i).     The  following  history  of  the  practice 
fore  hearing   upon  them,  is  given  in  a  note  to  the  last  edition  of 
Ireland,         Brown's  Parliamentary  Cases  (c).     After  noticing 

the  provisions  of  the  statutes  of  forcible  entry,  which 
have  been  introduced  into  that  country,  it  is  stated 
that  instead  of  resorting  to  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
or  preferring  an  indictment,  in  order  to  repel  the 
intruder,  and  to  get  restitution  of  possession,  the 
practice  has  usually  obtained,  of  resorting  to  tke 
jurisdiction  of  courts  of  equity,  by  exhibiting  what* 
is  termed  a  possessory  bill  (a  measure  peculiar  to 
that  country)  {d) ;  which  alleges  a  peaceable  triennial 
possession  in  the  person  so  dispossessed,  or  in  his 
ancestors,  or  in  those  whose  estate  he  hath ;  also  a 
force  committed  and  the  title  still  in  being,  and 
neither  prays  process  to  answer,  nor  any  relief,  but 
an  injunction  only  to  restore  and  quiet  the  posses- 
sion ;  and  on  certificate  of  the  bill  being  filed,  and 
on  affidavit  of  the  possession  and  ouster,  the  in- 

(fl)  1  Ves.  188. 

(b)  Goodeson  v.  Gallatin,  1  Dick.  455. 

(c)  Ed.  Toml.  vol.  2.  p.  28. 

(d)  This  we  see  is  an  error. 
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junction  issues  of  course  to  the  defendant  («),  who  Injunctions 
is  made  to  answer  upon  personal  interrogatories^  as  s^^^i^n  ^^^^e 
in  the  case  of  a  contempt ;  and  in  default  of  clearing  ^^^  hearing. 
his  contempt,  he  is  attached  until  payment  of  the 
costs ;  and  when  the  cause  comes  to  a  hearing,  an 
injunction  issues  to  the  sheriff  to  establish  the  pos- 
session, till  eviction  by  due  course  of  law.     But  as 
this  hearing  determines  the  possession  only,  and  that 
in  a  summary  way,  till  eviction  by  due  course  of 
law,  the  right  is  considered  as  a  matter  collateral 
and  extrinsic,  and  is  neither  entered  into  nor*  pre- 
judiced, but  reserved  for  more  solemn  decision  in  a 
proper  suit  to  be  instituted  for  that  purpose. 

There  are  two  precedents  of  appeals  from  Ireland 
(neither  of  them  of  a  very  ancient  date),  in  which 
the  subject  came  under  the  consideration  of  the 
House  of  Lords  (i). 

An  injunction  of  this  nature  does  not  prevent  the  EfFect  of, 
defendant  from  suing  at  law,  making  a  lease,  or  ^ggoiy^. 
taking  a  distress ;  and  it  may  be  dissolved  if  the 
plaintiff  delays  his  suit  (c). 


That  which  is  commonly  called  a  bill  of  Inter*  Definition  of 
pleader,  is  defined  by  the  Practical  Register  to  be  a  "^  ^^  ^^  ^^* 

(a)  The  practice  is  stated  to  have  been  the  same  in  England, 
and  an  injunction  has  even  been  granted  before  service  of  the 
subpoena  to  answer.    Pearce  v.  Penrose,  Bunb.  110. 

(6)  Vernon  v.  City  of  Dublin,  in  1733,  4  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml. 
398.     Edgeivorth  v,  Edgeworth,  in  1766,  2  ib.  27. 

(c)  14  Vin.  Ab.  233.  citing  P.  R.  C.  215.  Curs.  Can.  i5i. 
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Interpleaier.  bill  exhibited  by  a  third  person,  who  not  knowing 
"""~'  to  whom  he  ought  of  right  to  render  a  debt  or  duty, 

or  pay  his  rent,  fears  he  may  be  hurt  by  some  of  the 
claimants,  and  therefore  prays  that  they  may  inter- 
plead,  so  that  the  court  may  judge  to  whom  the 
thing  belongs,  and  he  be  thereby  rendered  saf6  on 
the  payment  (a).  And  this  he  may  do  whether  suits 
be  actually  commenced  against  him  in  law  or  in 
equity,  or  he  is  only  in  danger  of  being  sued  or 
molested  by  the  parties  {b). 
Whomav  The  generality  of  bills  of  interpleader  are  by 

Ste*  ll^der  P®^*^*"^^  standing  in  the  situation  of  stakeholders,  as 

(a)  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert,  in  his  Forum  Romanuniy  (p.  470  has 
compared  our  practice  of  interpleader  in  equity  to  the  intervention 
of  the  civil  law.  He  must,  howerer,  be  understood  to  apply  this 
observation  to  a  process  totally  dissimilar  from  any  thing  which  is 
at  present  known  by  the  term  interpleader.  As  for  instance, 
where  a  person  as  mortgagor  files  a  bill  against  the  mortgagee  to 
■  redeem,  and  another  person  who  has  a  right  to  redeem  prefers 
his  bill  against  both,  to  remove  the  first  plaintiff  and  to  redeem  the 
defendant.  This  and  all  the  other  cases  which  he  cites  (except 
one)  though  resembling  the  doctrine  o£  intervention^  are  by  no 
means  cases  of  interpleader*  The  practice  adopted  by  our  courts 
of  equity,  is  more  probably  taken  from  the  doctrine  of  interpleader 
at  common  law,  from  whence  it  has  received  its  name,  than  from 
that  of  intervention  in  the  civU :  no  two  processes  indeed  can  be 
more  dissimilar.  The  tertius  in  our  interpleader  in  equity,  pro- 
fesses to  have  no  interest  in  the  subject,  and  calls  upon  the  parties, 
who  allege  that  they  have,  to  come  forward  and  discuss  theit 
claims ;  the  tertius  of  the  civil  law,  on  the  other  hand,  asserts  a 
right  in  himself  to  the  subject,  which  two  other  persons  are  at  the 
time  actually  contesting,  and  insists  upon  his  right  to  j6in  the 
discussion.  The  reader  will  find  the  doctrine  of  intervention 
(which  may  perhaps  be  found  useful  in  many  cases  in  equity)  very 
elaborately  discussed  by  Gaill.  Pract.  Obs.  Lib.  1. 69. 

(4)  Pr.  Reg.  Ed,  Wy.  78.    Har.  Ch.'  Pr.  ^5. 
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auctioneers,  agents,  factors,  &c.  (a).    Where  a  house  Imerpkader. 
which  had  been  insured  was  burnt  down,  and  the 
insurance  company  were  both  sued  by  the  tenant  in 
equity  and  by  the  landlord  at  law,  they  were  con- 
sidered entitled  to  file  a  bill  of  interpleader  (A). 

The  true  principle  upon  which  the  relief  given  in  Principle  of 
cases  of  interpleader,  is  founded,  is  the  right  which  Jhe^elief 
the  party  has  to  protection,  not  from  being  com-  ^^^^  ^®   ^ 

11    1  ^         n  1  .  V.  fi  vexation  of 

pelled  to  pay,  but  from  the  vexation  attending  all  several  suits. 

the  suits,  which  may  possibly  be  instituted  against 

him  (c).     The  determination  in  the  Duke  of  Bolton 

t;.  Williams  ((f),  which  is  a  leading  case  upon  this 

subject^  is  a  strong  illustration  of  this  principle. 

The  Duke  being  the  owner  of  an  estate  upon  which 

a  rent  charge  was  secured,  filed  a  bill  to  compel  the 

grantee  and  the  executors  of  persons  to  whom  it 

had  been  assigned  to  interplead.    Lord  Thurlow, 

upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  granted  a  perpetual 

injunction  against  the  latter,  which  was  afterwards  ' 

affirmed  by  Lord  Rosslyn  upon  a  re-hearing  (e). 

This  relief,  as  has  been  observed  by  Lord  Eldon,  did 

not  properly  belong  to  a  strict  bill  of  interpleader ; 

which  merely  required  it  to  be  decided  to  whom 

the  arrears  of  the  annuities  were  to  be  paid ;  yet  as 


(a)  Aldridge  v.  Mesner,  6  Ves.  418.  Sutton  v.  Earl  of  Scar- 
borough, cit  9  Ves.  7S.  Martinius  v.  Helmuth,  Coop.  24*5. 
2  V.  &  B.  407.  Fairbrother  v.  Prattent,  1  Daniel.  64.  Fair- 
brother  V.  Nerot,  ib.  68.  n.  Vide  also^  Earl  of  Carlisle  v.  Andrews, 
2  Freem.  148.    Shotbolt  v.  Biscow,  2  £q.  Ab.  173. 

(b)  Paris  v.  Gilham,  Coop.  :56. 

(e)  15  Ves.  246.  et  vide  2  Ves.  jun.  109. 
Id)  4  Bro.  C.  C.  297.    2  Ves.  jun.  138. 
(e)  Ibid. 
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jnterpieaddr.  fums  OB  account  of  the  future  jmyments  would  be 
'~~*"~~  continuajily  coming  into  eontroversy, .unless  they 
.were  restrained  from  proceeding^r  f/rCTi;  that  com- 
plete  relief  coUld  not  be  given,  which  WaS  necessary 
to  deliver  the  plaintiff  froin  the  vexation  to  which 
he  would  have  been  liable.  Upon  this  principle 
also,  was  tlie  decree  in  the  late  case  of  Angel  'o. 
Hadden,  where  th^  plaintiff  had  notice  of  a  variety 
of  claims,  by  persons  among  whom  an  entire  charge 
upon  an  estate  was  split ;  and  though  no  suit  was 
instituted,  and  there  was  but  one  legal  right  of 
entry,  yet  a  decree  was  made^  the  principle  being 
not  merely  tiiat  the  payment  cannot  be  safely  made, 
but  that  the  pirty  entitled  to  be  discharged  by  a 
single  payment  should  not  be  harassed  by  a  number 
-    of  suits  (a). 

The  case  of  Langston  r.  •  Boylstoii,  before  Lord 
Aosslyn,  is  another  remarkable  illustration  of  this 
doctrine, :  In  that  case  a  banker,  with  whom  pro- 
.perty  was  deposited  for  safe  custody,  refused  to 
deliyer  it  to  the  owner,  who  was  in  prison  uiider 
actions  brought  against  himi  as  partner  in  an  in- 
.nobrent  mercantile  house.  He  was  then  served 
with  attachments  by  the  platntil^  in  those  actions, 
and  held  to  bail  in  trover  by  the  owner.  Under 
these  circumstances,  although  it  was  unnecessary  to 
have  come  into  equity,  as  the  plaintiff  would  have 
been  discharged  at  law  on  common  haU,  upon  bring- 
ing the  deposit  into  court,  and  proceeding*  in  the 
action  would  have  been  stayed  till  the  attachmehts 
were  disposed  of  by  the  owner  of  the  property  in 

{a)  15  Vet.  244.    16  Ves.  90S.    S  Meriv.  16*. 
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V 

the  tiame  of  the  banker^  yet  the  court  hdid  that  he  Interpleader. 

wajs  ejot^tled  to  reliejF  upon  bill  of  interpleader*  ' 

Lord  Rpssiyp  observed;  that  this  was  precisely  th^ 

case  ,cff ;  an  iHtefple^ding  bill.     *f  A  party  claiming 

no  right  m  the  stibject,  is  doubly  vexed  by  having 

two  legal  proposes  in  the  names  of  different  persons 

going  on  agaiipst  him  at  the  same  time.     He  comes 

upon  the  most  obviou§  eq\ii|y  to  insist  that  thos^ 

persons,  claiming  that  to  wbicb  he  make%  no  claim^ 

should  settle  the  contest  among  tbemselve;,  and  not 

With  him.    It  may  be  said  in  all  c^es.  o^ interpleader, 

as  it  has  been  in  this  case,  stand  the  action*    If  A* 

proceeds  first,  and  you  have  a  good  defence  against 

him,  that  puts  an  end  to  his  claim ;  if  not,  that  is  ^ 

defence  against  the  claim  of  B.    This,  however,*' 

his  Liordship  added,  **  was  precisely  the  situation  in 

which  the  plaintiff  ought  not  to  be  placed  (a)* 

Upon  these  authorities  and  principles  a  doubt  Whether, 

where  there 

may  be  suggested  as  to  the  correctness  of  the  doc-  are  adverse 

claims,  one 
of  them 

(«)  In  a  ppier  case,  whicli  nearly  resembled  Langston  ^;.  Boyls-  ^      if 
ttMi,  but  trkare,  from  the  circumstaaees,  a  bill  ^  interpleader  ramovMt  to  a 
wo^d  not  lie,  the  ciMirt  refused  to  interpose,     A  commission  of  bill  of  ladings 
bankrupt  had  issued  against  a  firm,  but  was  not  proceeded  in ;.  but         ^fii^    tumi 
was  renewed^  and  still  remained  tmexecu|;ed.     The  firm  had  a  of  inter- 
large  sum  of  money  in  the  hands  of  their  bankers,  whjo  baring  pleader, 
notice  of  die  commission  refused  to  pay  it;  an  action  was  accord- 
ingly brought  against  them,  up<m  wUch  a  motion  W2A  made  for 
an  injunction  upon  paying  the  money  into  court,  and  it  was  con- 
tttided  that  as  no  assignees  were  chosen  under  the  commission, 
there  was  «o  person  against  whom  a  bill  of  interpleader  could  be 
filed,  and  they  claimed  protection  as  stakeholders ;  the  court,  how- 
eyer,  said  that  the  plaintiffs  would  be  safe  in  paying  the  money 
under  a  verdict  at  law,  and  therefore  that  there  was  uo  reason  for 
its  interference.    Fuller  o.  Gibson,  2  Cox,  24^. 
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Interpleader,  trine  contained  in  a  recent  decision ;  especially  as 
"""*"**         the  doubt  has  received  confirmation,  from  the  cir- 
cumstance of  the  learned  judge,  who  pronounced 
it,  having,  upon   reconsideration,  altered  his  first 
opinion  (a)»     In  that  case,  upon  an  interpleading 
bill  by  the  captain  of  a  ship  against  the  consignee 
and  a  person  claiming  paramount  to  the   bill   of 
lading,   an  injunction  was  refused,  the  court  con- 
sidering  the  captain  protected  by  a   suit  already 
instituted  by  the  latter  defendant ;  and  it  was  added, 
that  although  a  captain  might  file  a  bill  of  inter- 
pleader where  parties  claimed  adversely  wmfer  the 
bill  of  lading,  yet  that  it  was  doubtful  whether  a 
captain  could  in  any  case  file  a  bill  of  interpleader 
where  the  adverse  claims  were  not  under  the  bill  of 
lading,  but  paramount  to  it ;  as  delivering  according 
to  the  bill  of  lading  would  fully  justify  the  captain, 
and  those  who  alleged  an  equity  paramount  to  the 
bill  of  lading  and  against  the  consignor,  should  assert 
it  by  a  suit  of  their  own  (b). 
Tenant  not        It  is  laid  down  in  general  terms  by  Ix)rd  Hard- 
SleTbill  of   wicke  (c),  and  he  has  been  followed  by  Lord  Ross- 
interpleader  lyjij  that  an  injunction  cannot  be  obtained  upon  a  bill 
landlord  and  of  interpleader  to  stay  proceedings  in  ejectment  {d). 
a  stranger,     'pj^-g  proposition,   however,   must  be   confined   to 

those  cases  in  which  a  tenant  brings  a  bill  to  compel 
his  landlord,  and  a  stranger  claiming  adversely  to 


(a)  Morley  i>.  Thompson,  29th  July^  1819.  3  Mad.  Rep.  Index, 
564. 

(b)  Lowe  V,        ■    ,  3  Mad.  Rep.  277. 
(e)  1  Ves.  24«8. 

(d)  2  Ves.jun.  310. 
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him,  to  interplead  (a).    The  reason  of  this  rule  is  Interpkader. 
stated,  in  the  following  clear  manner  by  Lord  Ross-  I 

lyn }  a  bill  of  interpleader  is  where  two  persons 
claim  of  a  third  the  same  debt  or  the  same  duty. 
In  the  case  of  another  person  claiming  against  the 
title  of  his  landlord,  it  is  clear,  unless  he  derives 
under  the  title  of  the  landlord,  he  cannot  claim  the 
same  debt.  The  rent  due  upon  the  demise,  is  a  dif 
Jerent  demand^  from  that  which  some  other  person 
may  have,  upon  the  occupation  of  the  premises  (6).    / 

There  may  however,  as  his  Lordship  proceeded  ^^^^^   , 
to  observe,  be  a  variety  of  cases  in  which  the  tenant,  rent  is  claim- 
not  disputing  the  title  of  the  landlord,  but  affirming  gons^^prf. 
that  title,  the  tenure  and  the  contract  by  which  the  v>ty  of 
rent  is  payable,  but  where  it  is  uncertain  to  whom  contract, 
it  is  to  be  paid,  may  file  a  bill  of  interpleader ;  as 
where  the  same  rent  is  claimed  by  two  persons  who 
are  in  privity  of  tenure  and  privity  of  contract  j  as 
in  the  case  of  mortgagor  and  mortgagee,  trustee, 
and  cesttd  que  trust;  or  where  the  estate  is  settled 
to  the  use  of  a  married  woman,  of  which  the  tenant 
has  notice,  and  the  husband  has  been  in  receipt  of 
the  rent,  and  differences  arise  between  them  and 

(a)  Dungey  v.  Angove,  3  Bro.  C.  C.  36.  2  Ves.  jun.  304. 
Smith  V.  Target,  2  Anst.  529.  Johnson  v.  Atkinson,  3  Anst.  798. 
orerruling  Surrey  v.  Lord  Waltham,  2  Anst.  531.  In  the  case  of 
Alnete  v.  Bettam,  Cary,  65.  which  is  perhaps  the  oldest  case  in 
print  upon  this  subject,  was  also  one  in  which  a  tenant  upon  pay- 
ing his  rent  into  courts  obtained  an  injunction  against  two  persons 
suing  for  the  inheritance,  one  of  whom  had  granted  the  lease. 

{h)  2  Ves,  jun.  310.  This  was  an  objection  to  the  bill  in  the 
case  ofWoolaston  ©.Wright,  3  Anst.  801.  the  object  of  which 
was  to  compel  two  rectors  to  interplead^  who  claimed  different 
things,  the  one  tithes  in  kind,  the  other  a  modus. 
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Interflettder.  ghe  claims  the  rent  (a\    So  where  the  question  arises 

iqpon  some  act  of  the  landlord  subsequent  to  the 
tease,  ^  tenant  may  £Ie  a  bill  of  interpleader ;  as 
where  the  tenant  had  claims  br<t»ught .  against  hun 
by  persons  having  annuities  granted  by  the  landlord 
and  subsequent  to  the  lease  (5).  In  aRother  case 
M '  interpleading  bill  was  supported  by  a  lessee  of 
titheis  against  the  vicar  (the  lessor),  and  the  assignees 
tinder  an  insolvent  act,  of  which  lie  had  taken  the 
benefit,  subsequent  to  the  lease  (c).  In  anotiiec 
the  landlord  had  assigned  his  interest  to  a  person, 
to  whom  the  tenant  attorned,  and  afterwards  both 
were  alleged  to  have  conveyed  the  estate  to  trus- 
tees,  but  contending  claims  were  made  by  them 
upon  the  tenant,  who  was  holden  entitled  to  a  bill 
of  interpleader  (d). 

It  is  no  objection  to  a  bill  of  interpleader,  that  the 
demand  of  one  of  the  defendants  is  by  vktae;df  aui 
alleged  legale  and  the  other  of  an  allied  equitabie 
right  (e).  But  a  person  cannot  maintain  this  bill 
who  is  obliged  so  to  state  his  case,  that^  as  to  some 
of  the  defendants,  he  is  a  wrong-doer;  accordingly 
the  sherijff,  who  has  levied  upon  the  goods  alleged  to 
be  in  settlement,  cannot  file  a  bill  of  interpleader  (y*). 


(a)  2  Ves.  jun.  312. 

(6)  Lord  Thomond's  case,  cit.  9  Ves.  107. 

(c)  Cowtan  v,  Williams,  9  Ves.  107. 

(4)  Clarke  «.  Byne,  13  Ves.  383.  vide  the  case  of  the  East 
India  Company  ».  Edwards,  18  Ves.  S76.  where  one  defendant  liad 
by  his  act  given  a  colour  ^f  title  to  another  person,  imd  a  biH  of 
interpleader  was  held  to  lie. 

(tf)  Morgan  v.  Marsack,  2Meriv.  111. 

(/)  Slingsby  v.  Beulton,  i  V.  *  «.  SS4. 
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Nor  if  the  plaintiff  has  parted  v^ith  the  ponsession  of  InterpUad^i 
the  goods  can  this  bill  b^e  siistained»  .xx^xm  an  under-  " 
taking  to  pay  over  the  value  of  them  to  the  party 
vho  shall  be  found  entitled  to  them  (a). 

Nor  can  the  benefit  of  this  species  of  suit  be  ob-  Benefit  of 
tained  by  motion  in  a  cause  tp  which  the  stake-  c^i^tlbe^' 
holder  is  a  defendant ;  accordingly  where  money  in  obtained 

^T_/»j  ,  ,,  n  -  1.1,      yx^on  motion 

the  lunds  was  the  subject  of  a  suit,  to  which  the  without  bill. 
Bank  was  a  defendant.  Lord  Thurlow  refused,  upon 
the  application  of  the  Bank,  to  make  any  onkr  upon 
the  litigating  parties  to, restrain  them-  from  pro- 
ceeding at  law  against  the  Bank,  to  compel  a  trans- 
fer ;  he  said  they  must  apply  in  the  shape  of  plain- 

There  must  also  be  an  affidavit  by  the  plaintiff.  Affidavit 
either  annexed  to  the  bill,  or  filed  along  with  it  (for  Sfat^^th^e  is 
want  of  which  the  bill  will  be  demurrable),  asserting  no  collusion. 
that  the  plaintiff  does  not  exhibit  the  bill  by  fraud 
00-  collusion  with  either  of  the  defendants,  but  spon- 
taneously (c).  He  need  not,  however,  swear  that  the 
bill  was  filed, at  his  own  expenscy  or  that  it  was  filed 
mtkout  the  knowledge  of  either  of  the  defendants  (rf). 
The  court  will  not  determine  the  affidavit  to  be  false 
upon  a  counter-affidavit  (e) ;  but  if  there  is  a  sus- 

(a)  Burnett  v,  Anderson,  1  Meriv.  405.. 

(6)  Birch  v.  Corbin,  1  Cox,  144.  See  a  prior  application  by 
other  defendants  in  this  cause.  1  Brb.  €•  C.  571. 

(e)  Redes.  Tr.  116.  Errmgton  t;.  Attorney  General,  Buhb.  SOS. 
where  there  is  an  absurd  quaere  of  the  reporter,  which  shows  that 
he  thought  the  affidavit  was  only  necessary  where  the  Attorney 
General  was  a  party. 

(d)  Metcalf  v.  Harvey,  1  Yes.  248.  Stevenson  v.  An4ef|9D, 
^V.  &B.410. 

{€)  2  Yes.  &  Bea.  410. 
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Whether  in- 
junction in 
interplead- 
er can  he 
ohtained 
upon  affi- 
davit. 


Interpleader,  picion  of  coUusion/  it  will  direct  an  inquiry;   and 

Lord  Rosslyn,  in  a  case  where  fraud  was  proved 
with  one  of  the  defendants,  dismissed  the  bill  with 
costs  to  the  other,  as  between  attorney  and  client, 
to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  and  his  solicitor ;  and  the 
latter  was  ordered  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not 
be  struck  off  the  rolls  («). 

It  has  been  laid  down  in  two  very  recent  cases, 
that  an  injunction^  to  stay  proceedings  at  law  in  an 
interpleading  suit,  stands  upon  the  same  principle 
as  the  common  injunction ;  and  that  it  cannot  be 
obtained,  as  in  a  case  of  waste,  upon  bill  filed  and 
affidavit  (b).  It  must  be  remarked,  however,  upon 
the  cases  in  which  the  doctrine  is  30  laid  down,  that 
though  a  search  was  directed  to  be  made  for  pre- 
cedents, yet  either  from  the  neglect  of  the  parties, 
or  from  the  urgency  of  the  case,  which  required  im- 
mediate decision,  this  direction  does  not  appear 
from  the  report  to  have  been  complied  with.  The 
author  has  consulted  several  of  the  entries  in  the 
Register's  book,  and  although  in  many  the  injunc- 
tion obtained  was  the  common  injunction^  yet  there 
are  not  wanting  instances  in  which  the  injunction 
was  obtained  on  affidavit.  In  the  case  of  Stevenson 
r.  Anderson,  the  injunction  was  obtained  upon  affi- 
davits, and  as  the  defendant  had  appeared  in  time, 
the  motion  was  made  upon  notice^  and  accordingly 
affidavits  were  read  in   opposition   to  it  (c).      In 


(a)  Dungey  v.  Angove,  2  Ves.  jun.  SOI. 
(i)  Croggon  V.  Symons,  3  Mad.  Rep.  ISO. 
ib.  131.  n. 

(/;)  Reg.  Lib.  B.  1813,  fol.  668. 


Bailey  v«  Punard, 


J 
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the  case  of  Aldridge  v.  Mesner  (a),  the  plaintifTmoved  Interpleader. 
for  an  injunction,  though  one  of  the  defendants  had 
actually  demurred  to  the  bill ;  and  upon  that  motion 
the  defendant  who  had  demurred  was  restrained 
from  proceeding  in  his  action,  and  directed  to  under- 
take  the  defence  of  the  other  action ;  and  the  cause 
was  brought  to  a  conclusion,  although  that  demurrer 
was  never  argued.  It  is  remarkable  also  that  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  case  of  Langston  v.  Boylston 
was  brought  under  the  consideration  of  the  court. 
That  case  is  of  importance,  as  containing  a  discussion 
upon  the  subject  of  reading  affidavits  in  cases  of 
interpleader,  and  the  deliberate  opinion  of  Lord 
Rosslyn,  that  they  might  be  read  against  the  answer, 
as  in  a  case  of  waste.  In  the  case  before  him,  when 
they  were  offered  upon  the  original  motion,  it  was 
insisted  for  the  defendants,  that  affidavits  could 
only  be  read  in  cases  of  waste,  and  Lord  Rosslyn 
directed  the  argument  to  proceed  without  having 
them  read ;  but  upon  a  subsequent  day  he  observed, 
that  upon  consideration,  he  thought  he  ought  to 
have  had  the  affidavits  read:  that  an  interpleading 
bill  was  exactly  upon  the  footing  of  an  iiyunction  to 
stay  wastCy  and  might  be  supported  by  specific  evi- 
dence of  facts  (b). 

It  was  laid  down  by  Lord  Thurlow,  in  the  case  of  Whether  the 
Dungey  v.  Angove  (c)  (for  which  he  relied  both  £i^j^^b- 
upon  the  Practical  Register  and  the  Equity  Cases  junction 
Abridged),  that  a  plaintiff  can  never  proceed  com-  bringbg  the 

subject  of 
the  suit  into 

(a)  6  Ves.  418.  *        ^®"^ 

{b)  2  Ves.  jun.  109. 

(c)  3  Bro.  C.  C.  36. 
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Ifdmflea<br.  pulsorily  by  injunctioii,  till  he  h^  broi:ight  the  sub^ 
'  ject  matter  of  the  suit  into  court:  this,  however,  it 

lAould  seem  would  only  apply  to  thp^^  cases  wh^e 
the  plaintiff  applies  specially  by  tt^ptipn  for  an  in- 
junction.    There  are  several  cases  Iq  whieh  the 
common  injunction  had  already  been  obtained;  and 
the  question,  as  to  paynpe^t  of  the  money  into  court,- 
did  not  come  into  consideratioini  till  the  discussion  a» 
to  the  continuing  the  injunction  upon  the  coming  i^ 
pf  the  answer  (a).    It  ha^  also  been  expressly  laid 
down  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  in  the  ca&e  of  th^  ^arl 
of  Thanet  v.  PatersQ?  (^),  that  it  was  not  necessary, 
that  the  plaintiff  should  bring  the  nfioney  into  court, 
unless  the  oth^  side  require  it ;  bpt  that  it  is 
i^ecessary  that  the  pljaintiff  should  m$tke  an  offer  ta 
do  $0  by  his  bill.     In  the  Exchequer  it  seems  to  be 
neces^sLty  in  all  €ases  that  the  moi^ey  should  first  be 
paid  into  .court  (c). 
Plaintiff  not       It  has  been  s^^id  thftt  the  plaintiff  in  a  bill  of  inter* 
hr^^^^ts^^     pleader  i?  bound  to  prosecute  the  suit  so  far  as  to 
unless  he       s^iie  out  subpoenas  to  rejoin  (d).    In  a  late  case  this 
th^cauBTfor  ^^  ^^^^  carried  Still  further,  for  where  *he  plaintiffs 
hearing.        had  replied  to  the  answers,  and  served  subpoenas  to 

rejoin>  it  was  held  that  they  could  not  move  to  have 
their  costs  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  cpurt,  but  n^ust 
set  down  the  cause  for  hearing  ()?), 
Pk>oceeding8       If  :  at  the  hearing  the  question  between  the  de- 

at  the  hear- 

(a)  Brimer  v.  Buchannon,  cit.  3  Bro.  C.  C-  96.     Surrey  v. 
'  Waltham,  ib. 

(b)  Barnard,  Ch.  Rep.  250. 
''((?)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  260. 

(cT)  Dungey  v.  Angove/  ok.  Harr.  Ch.  Pf.  46. 
(e)  Jonei  v.  Gilham,  Coop,  49. 
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fendants  is  not  ripe  for  dmsioh,  the  court  will  direct  IvkrflUadtr. 
an  action,  or  an  issue,  or  a  reference  to  the  Master, 
as  may  be  best  suited  to  the  nature  of  the  case  (a). 
If  the  question  is  ripe  for  decision,  a  decree  is  made 
bi^tween  the  rejspectivie  defendants,  and  a  perpetual 
injunction  is  decreed  against  the  defendant  who  is 
unsuccessful*  A  decree  in  a  siiit  of  interpleader 
has  been  made,  though  one  of  the  defendants  made 
defkult  at  the  hearing  [b) ;  and  in  a  late  case  in  the 
Exchequer,  a  decree  was  made,  though  one  of  the 
defendants  had  not  appeared  to  the  bill,  the  usual 
process  of  contempt  having  been  gone  through  (c). 

In  a  case  upon  this  subject  before  Lord  Eldon,  it  Decree 
was  objected,  that  one  of  tlie  defendants  was  out  of  \^^^  ^^f 
the  jurisdicticm,  and  therefore  that  a  bill  of  inter-  fendanu  out 
pleader  could  not  be  supported :  his  lordship,  how-  diction." 
ever,  declared,  that  such  a  proposition  could  not  be 
maintained,  as  a  person  out  of  the  jurisdictkHi  might 
threaten  and  bring  an  action  ;  that  the  plaintiff  in  a 
bill  of  interpleader  against  persons  within  and  with- 
out the  jurisdiction,  is  bound  to  bring  them  all 
within  the  jurisdiction  in  a  reasonable  time  j  if  he 
does  not,  the  consequence  is,  that  the  only  person 
within  the  jurisdiction  must  have  that  which  is  re- 
presented to  be  the  subject  of  competition,  a^d  the 
plaintiff  must  be  indemnified  against  those  who  are 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,  when  they  think  proper  to 
eome  within  it,  s^d  sue  either  2^  l9^  or  in  this  court, 
if  the  plaintiff  can  show  that  he  has  used  all  due 
diligence,  to  bring  persons  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  to 

(fl)  16  Ves.  20S.    2  Bro.  C.  C.  149. 
{h)  Hodges  V.  Smith,  1  Cox^  357. 
(c)  Fairbrother  v.  Frattent,  1  Dan,  64. 


t 
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Interpleader,  contend  with  those  who  are  within  it,  and  they  will 

not  come,  the  court  upon  that  default,  and  their  so 
abstaining  from  giving  him  the  opportunity  of  re- 
lieving himself,  would,  if  they  afterwards  came  here 
and  brought  an  action,  order  service  on.  their  at- 
torney to  be  good  service,  and  injoin  that  action  for 
ever ;  not  permitting  those  who  refused  the  plaintiff 
that  justice,  to  commit  that  injustice  against  him  {a). 
Plaintiff  en-        If  there  is  a  fund  in  court,  the  plaintiff  has  a  lien 
coft8,andhM  ^P^^  it,  and  will  at  the  hearing  be. entitled  to  have 
a  lien  upon    his  costs  paid  out  of  it  (b)  I  if  there  is  no  fund,  costs 

the  fund.  .,i  ^        •  .  ,  t  .         ,    i 

Will  be  given  against  the  party  who .  occasioned  the 

suit  (c). 
Costs  given        Costs  may  also  be  given,  if  the  court  thinks  pro- 
defendants.    P®^»  between  the  defendants  (d).     The  direction  in 

that  case  is,  that  the  plaintiff  shall  be  at  liberty  to 

/a)  Stevenson  v.  Anderson^  2  V.  &  B.  411  • 

(b)  Hacket  v.  Webb,  Finch,  257.   Aldrich  v.  Thompson,  2  Bro. 
C.  C.  149.    Hodges  v.  Smith,  1  Cox,  357. 

(c)  Aldridge  «?.  Mesner,  6  Ves.  419. 

(d)  Cowtan  v.  Williams,  9  Ves.  107*    Brimer  v.  Buchanan,  cit. 
ib.     Teasdale  v,  Loughnan,  ib.    Hodges  v.  Smith,  sup.   Thirey  v. 

,  cit.  2  Cox,  281.  The  case  of  Dowson  v.  Hardcastle 
(which  was  reported  in  the  first  edition  of  Mr.  Vesey*s  Reports^ 
Vol.  I.  p.  S68.  but  omitted  in  the  second),  has  been  supposed  to 
have  been  to  the  contrary ;  but  it  appears  from  Mr.  Cox's  report, 
where  the  order  is  inserted,  that  one  set  of  defendants  were  di« 
rected  to  pay  the  costs  to  the  other.  2  Cox,  178.  In  Edensor  v. 
Roberts,  fb.  280.  the  same  doctrine  was  recognized :  both  these 
orders,  however,  are  contrary  to  the  present  practice.  In  the 
former  case,  from  the  circumstance  of  the  plaintiff  not  being 
directed  to  take  or  retain  his  costs  from  the  fund  in  dispute ;  in 
the  latter,  he  was  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  to  certain  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  then  to  have  those  costs,  together  with  his,  own,  out  of 
the  fund. 
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retain  his  costs  out  of  the  fund ;  to  pay  the  re-  Inierpleader. 
mainder  to  the  defendant  in  favour  of  whom  the 
decree  is  made ;  and  that  the  unsuccessful  defend- 
ant should  pay  to  the  other  defendant  what  should 
be  so  retained  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  costs  of  that 
defendant. 
After  the  cause  has  been  heard,  and  a  trial  at  law  -^  ,  .   .^ 

Ifplamtin 

directed,  there  is  an  end  of  the  suit  as  to  the  plain-  dies  after 
tiff,  so  that  if  he  afterwards  dies,  there  is  no  necessity  ^eXo?  "^ 
for  revivor,  each  defendant  being  in  the  nature  of  a  necessary, 
plaintiff  (a). 


Courts  of  equity,  as  observed  by  Lord  Redesdale,  Parties  re- 
in many  cases  act  as  ancillary  to  the  administration  getting  up^"* 
of  justice  in  other  courts,  by  removing  impediments  terms. 
to  the  fair  decision  of  a  question.     Thus  if  an  eject- 
ment is  brought  to  try  a  right  to  land  in  a  court  of 
common  law,  a  court  of  equity  will  restrain  the  party 
in  possession  from  setting  up  any  title  (as  for  in- 
stance, a  term    of  years,   or  other  interest   in  a 
trustee,  lessee,  or  mortgagee),  which  may  prevent 
the  fair  trial  of  the  right  (i):   when  the  plaintiff 
asks  that  the  defendant  may  be  restrained  from  set- 
ting up  terms,  he  must  aver  that  there  are  terms 
actually  outstanding ;  a  mere  vague  allegation  that 
the  action  nu^  be  defeated,  by  setting  up  outstand- 

(a)  Anon.  1  Vem.  351. 

(6)  Redes.  Tr.  108.    Bond  v.  Hopkins,  1.  Sch.  &  Lef.  430. 
Pulteney  v.  Warren,  6  Ves.  S9.    Crow  t.  Tyrrell,  3  Mad.  181. 
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Setiing  up      ing  teriDs,  is  not  sufficient  (a) ;  and  this  averment,  if 

^^^^'  made  by  the  bill,  may  be  met  by  a  negative  plea  (b). 

Tenant  re-  In  a  case  upon  this  subject  which  occurred  before 
strainedfrom  j^^^  j;idon  (c),  the  plaintiff  had,  through  his  negli- 
lease  against  gence,  suffered  a  verdict  in  ejectment  to  be  obtained 
brought  W^^  against  him  by  one  of  the  defendants .  in  equity, 
his  landlord,  upou  which  judgment  was  entered  up,  and  a  writ  of 
judgment  possession  issued :  the  tenant  in  possession,  instead 
had  beenob-  ^f  being  turned  out,  was  prevailed  upon  by  the  de- 
agatnst  him  fendant  to  attorn  to  him.  The  bill  prayed,  amongst 
S^b  ^the'  ^'^^^  things,  that  the  defendants  might  be  restrained 
negligence  from  setting  up  the  lease  granted  by  the  plaintiff  as 
and  he  haT'  ^  defence  to  any  ejectment  brought  by  him  to  pre- 
attorned.       vent  him  trying  his  title.  General  demurrers  having 

been  put  in  both  by  the  tenant  and  the  defendant  who 
had  recovered  in  ejectment.  Lord  Eldpn  in  giving 
judgment  observed,  that,  upon  the  principles  of  this 
court,  if  a  tenant  under  a  lease  has,  in  consequence 
of  a  judgment  against  him  and  the  landlord,  ceased 
to  be  his  tenant,  and  attorned  as  tenant  to  another, 
even  If  the  landlord  permitted  that  recovery  in  eject- 
ment to  be  obtained  by  negligence,  it  was  against 
conscience  that  the  tenant  should,  upon  any  future 
trial  of  the  right  of  that  person  who  stood  in  the 
relation  of  landlord  to  him,  set  up  against  that  per- 
son, in  order  to  defeat  his  right,  the  lease  taken 
from  him.  That  whatever  other  remedies  the  land- 
lord might  have,  and  however  numerous  they  might 

• 

be,  yet  the  court  would  not  permit  the  tenant  to 


(a)  Jones  v.  Jones,  3  Meriv.  172.    Barber  i^.  Hunter,  tit,  ib. 
(if)  Armitage  to.  Wadi^woitli,  1  Mad.  ^ep.  189. 
(4  Bak«r  v.  MelUih,  10  Ver.  544. 
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46f€at,  or  attempt  to  defeat,  that  right,  if  putted  Settif^up 

V        •      ^     ^    J-  Terms,    .    . 

by  ejectment.  


His  lordship  then  ol^ctesved,  that  if  this  could  be  The  person 
maintained  as  to  the  tenant,  the  person  who  became  cov^ere^dso 
his  landlord  was  also  bound  in  equity  not  to  take  restrained, 
ddf  antage  of  an  act  which  in  equity  was  Considered 
unright^iis';  such  a  bill  therefore  might  be  main- 
tfiiided  by  a  landlord  who  lost  his  possession  in  eject- 
4i^ent,  meaniilg  to  try  another  against  his  former 
tenant,  to  restrain  him  from  setting  up  the  lease 
taken  from  the  landlord  in  (»:der  to  defeat  his  title ; 
and  no  third  person  would  be  permitted  to  take 
advantage  of  that  act,  if  the  tenant  proposed  to 
do  it. 

In  this  case  there  was  only  a  year  and  three  Duration  of 

x»  ^1       .  •     J  J    -^  ^he  term  un- 

quarters  of  the  term  unexpired,  and  it  was  con-  important, 
tended  that  though  the  court  might  remove  a  long 
term  out  of  the  way  of  the  trial  of  an  cgeetmerit,  yet 
that  it  Would  not  assist  the  impatience  of  the  plain-  .    • ' 

tiff,  and  interfere  against  so  trivial  an  inconvenience ; 
but  the  objection  was  overruled*  It  was  also  de- 
cided, that  it  is  not  necessary  that  an  ejectment 
should  actually  be  brought  before  the  bill  is  iSled. 

The  court,  however,  will  not  restr^n  the  setting  This  relief 
lij)  of  terms^^  in  every  case ;  for,  as  observed  by  Lord  againstT 
Redesdale,  as  it  proceeds  upon  the  principle  that  purchaser 
the  party  in  possession  ought  not  in  conscience  to  ,considera- 
Iis6  an  accidental  advantage  to  protect  his  possession  ^^^^  without 
against  a  real  right  in  his  adversary ;  if  there  is  any 
circumstance  which  meets  the  reasoning  upon  this 
principle,  the  court  will  not  interfere :  therefore  if 
the  possessor  is  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable  considera- 
tion,, without  notio6  <3f  the.  title  of  the  daimaot,  this 
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Setting  up 
Terms, 


Never  done 
upon  motion. 
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is  a  title  in  conscience  equal  to  that  of  the  claimant, 
and  the  court  will  not  restrain  the  possessor  from 
using  any  advantage  he  may  be  able  to  gain  to  de- 
fend his  possession  (a). 

This  species  of  relief,  it  is  said,  is  never  granted 
upon  motion  prior  to  the  decree  (A),  as  it  would  be 
deciding  the  whol6  equity  of  the  case  before  the 
decree.  The  principle  of  a  bill  of  this  nature  is> 
that  the  court  directs  the  mode  of  proceeding  at 
law  under  the  decree ;  and  therefore  it  cannot  be 
right,  that  previous  to  the  decree,  an  ejectment  is  to 
go  at  the  hazard  of  proceeding  in  the  very  manner 
which  the  court  would  have  prohibited  (c). 


Perpetual 
injunctions. 


Where  the  court  is  of  opinion,  at  the  hearing, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  established  a  case  which  entitles 
him  to  an  injunction  j  or  if  a  bill  praying  an  injunc- 
tion is  taken  pro  corifesso^  a  perpetual  injunction  will 
be  decreed  {d).  This  injunction  is  final,  and  it  is 
not  necessary  to  revive  upon  the  death  of  either  of 
the  parties,  in  order  to  keep  it  on  foot ;  if  so,  as 
observed  by  Lord  Bathurst,  it  would,  in  effect,  be 
decreeing  a  perpetual  suit  (e).  ] 

{a)  Redes.  Tr.  109. 

{h)  Hylton  «*  Morgan,  6  Ves.  293.  Byrne  v.  Byrne,  2  Sch.  & 
Lef.  537. 

(c)  6  Ves.  294. 

(d)  Gilb.  For.  Rom.  194.  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  551.  Knight  v. 
Adamson,  2  Freem.  106.    Pigeon  v.  Lovcday,  cit.  ib. 

(f)  Askew  V.  Townsend,  2  Dick.  471.  cit.  in  Morgan  v.  Scuda- 
more,  2  Ves.  jun.  316.    Yeomans  v.  Kilvington,  I  Dick.  371. 
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Whete  there  has  been  a  decree  for  the  perform-  P^l>^^^ 

*  Injunctions. 

ance  of  trusts,  it  has  been  held  a  ground  for  a  bill 

for  a  perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  the  party  set-  After  decree 
ting  up  a  legal  estate  against  that  decree  {a)  ;  thus  in  ance  of 
the  case  of  Acherley  v.  Vernon,  after  a  decree,  that  trusts. 
trustees  should  convey  certain  fee-farm  rents,  which 
was  affirmed  by  the  House  of  Lords,  a  perpetual  in- 
junction was  decreed  to  restrain  the  defendant  from 
proceeding  for  them  at  law  Ql).     And  in  the  case 
upon  the  will   of  the  Duke  of  Buckingham,  the 
duchess  being  proceeding  in  the  Ecclesiastical  Court, 
after  a  decree  for  the  execution  of  the  trusts,  a  per- 
petual injunction  was  decreed  (c). 

The  case  of  Selby  v.  Selby,  before  Lord  Thurlow, 
is  also  an  instance  of  the 'application  of  this  doctrine. 
Upon  a  bill  by  a  devisee  to  establish  the  will,  the 
defendant  made  default  at  the  hearing ;  the  bill  was 
retained  for  a  twelvemonth,  with  liberty  for  other 
defendants  to  bring  actions,  and  further  directions 
reserved ;  and  the  order  was  to  be  binding  on  the 
defendant,  unless  he  showed  cause  to  the  contrary  j 
which  he  not  doing,  the  same  was  made  absolute. 
The  other  defendants  having  failed  in  their  actions, 
and  the  cause  being  heard  upon  the  equity  reserved, 
the  will  was  decreed  to  be  established,  and  the  trusts 
executed,  and  this  decree  was  enrolled.  The  de- 
fendant having  afterwards  brought  an  ejectment,  the 
plaintiff  in  the  former  cause  filed  a  bill  against  him, 
stating  these  facts,  and  praying  a  perpetual  injunction. 


(a)  Askew  v.  Poulterers'  Company,  2  Ves.  90, 

(b)  2  Eq.  Ab.  527. 

(c)  Ibid. 

A  A 
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Perpetual  which  Lord  Thurlow  decreed,  observing,  that  the 
njunc  tons,  ^^^j^  ^^jj  j^^j.  p^^^n  ^ny  person  to  impede  the  exe- 
cution of  a  decree,  so  long  as  the  decree  remains  un- 
appealed  from  (a). 

Upon  the  So  upon  the  principle  that  the  sentence   of  a 

sentence  oFb 

foreign  court  foreign  court,   of  competent  jurisdiction,    is   con- 
of  competent  clusive ;  a  perpetual  iniunction  was  decreed  by  Lord 

jurisdiction.      r-  i 

King,  against  an  action  brought  against  a  person  who 
having  accepted  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  upon  him 
at  Leghorn,  had  instituted  a  suit  there,  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  law  there,  had  had  his  acceptance 
vacated  (b). 
Whether  the      It  is  generally  said  that  the  court  will  not  bind 
bind  the  in-    the  inheritance  upon  one  verdict  only  (c) ;    Lord 
heritance       Northiuffton,  however,  in  the  case  of  the  Earl  of 

upon  one  o       ' 

verdict  only.  Darlington  V.  Bowes  (rf),  expressed  great  disapproba- 
tion of  this  rule,  and  inquired  if  there  was  any  in- 
stance of  a  decree  upon  one  verdict  only,  observing, 

(fl)  Selby  V.  Selby,  2  Dick.  678. 

(b)  Burrows  v.  Jemineau,  Sel.  Ca.  Ch.  69.  S.  C.  2  Stra.  7S3. 
Mose.  1.  2  £q.  Ab.  524.  Vide,  generally  upon  this  subject^ 
Ashcomb*s  case,  1  Ch.  Ca.  232.  Bluet  v.  Bampfield,  ib.  2S7. 
Newland  v.  Horseman,  2  Ch.  Ca.  74*.  1  Vem.  21.  Dupleix  v« 
De  Roven,  2  Vem.  540.  Otto  Lewis's  case,  1  Ves.  298^  and  the 
cases  at  law  collected,  Phillips  on  Eyidence. 

(c)  Edwin  v,  Thomas,  2  Vem.  75.  Leighton  v.  Leighton^  1  P.  W. 
674.  1  Stra.  404.  4  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  378.  Lord  Faucon- 
berg  V,  Pierce,  Amb.  210.  Lord  Sherborne  ».  Naper,  cit.  4  Ves. 
206.  2  Ridg.  P.  C.  224.  Bates  v.  Graves,  2  Ves.  jun.  287.  Even 
a  court  of  law  will  regard  the  circumstance  of  the  inheritance 
being  to  be  bound  for  ever :  and  in  a  case  of  a  doubtful  and  obscure 
nature,  where  the  property  is  of  great  value,  has  granted  a  new 
trial  on  pa3rment  of  costs^  although  it  has  not  thought  the  verdict 
wrong.     Swinnerton  v.  Marquis  of  Stafford,  3  Taunt.  91. 

(d)  1  Eden,  '270. 
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that  he  thought  there  were  sonie  old  ones,  and  that  Perpetual 
if  any  could  be  found,  he  would  certainly  refuse  the  "^^^  ^^^' 
application  before  him  for  a  new  trial ;  but  as  none 
were  produced,  the  order  was  made  (a).  There  is  a 
case  before  Lord  Clarendon,  in  which  a  decree  was 
made  upon  one  verdict,  and  though  it  was  disapproved 
of  by  Lord  Keeper  North  (i),  yet  there  is  a  note  in 
Viner  which  supports  it  (c).  There  is  also  a  sub- 
sequent case  of  very  considerable  importance,  in 
which  the  same  thing  was  done,  though  it  may  per- 
haps be  accounted  for  from  the  extreme  iniquity  of 
the  defence.  An  issue  devisavit  vel  non  was  directed 
to  be  tried  at  the  bar  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
when  a  verdict  was  found  in  favour  of  the  will  ((f). 
Upon  the  hearing  the  cause  upon  the  equity  re- 
served, the  will  was  decreed  to  be  established,  and 
the  trusts  to  be  executed,  which  were  executed  ac- 
cordingly. The  heir  at  law  having  afterwards  made 
his  will  and  died,  his  devisee  brought  an  ejectment ; 
upon  which  the  devisees  under  the  first  will  filed  a 

(a)  There  is  a  passage  in  Lord  Thurlow's  observations,  in  Ro- 
brnson  v.  Lord  Byron,  2  Cox,  6.  which  seems  to  import  that  there 
is  a  difference  between  the  effect  of  a  verdict  upon  an  action 
brought  by  the  direction  of  the  court,  and  an  issue  sent  out  of  it : 
the  author  cannot  find  that  the  distinction  has  ever  been  attended 
to  in  practice. 

(b)  Rtton  V.  Lord  Macclesfield,  1  Vern.  292. 

(c)  Wilson  V.  Story,  14?  Vin.  Ab.  4j31. 

(d)  An  account  of  this  remarkable  case  will  be  found  1  Bl.  Rep. 
365.  the  three  subscribing  witnesses  to  the  will,  the  two  surviving 
ones  to  a  codicil,  and  a  dozen  servants  of  the  testator,  all  swore 
to  his  insanity ;  all  the  witnesses,  being  nineteen  in  number,  ap- 
peared to  be  grossly  and  wilfully  perjured :  the  testamentary  wit« 
nesses  were  afterwards  convicted  of  perjury. 

Aa2 
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Injunctions. 


Perpetual 
injunctions 
after  re- 
peated trials 
at  law. 


bill  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  him  from  proceeding 
at  law,  and  a  perpetual  injunction  was  decreed  upon 
the  hearing  (a). 

Perpetual  injunctions  have  also  been  decreed  upon 
mere  legal  titles,  to  restrain  repeated  and  vexatious 
litigation.  In  many  cases,  as  has  been  observed  by 
Lord  Redesdale,  the  courts  of  ordinary  jurisdiction 
admit,  at  least  for  a  certain  time,  of  repeated  attempts 
to  litigate  the  same  question  j  to  put  an  end  to  the 
oppression  occasioned  by  the  abuse  of  this  privilege, 
the  courts  of  equity  have  assumed  a  jurisdiction. 
Thus  actions  of  ejectment  have  become  the  usual 
mode  of  trying  titles  at  the  common  law,  and  judg- 
ments in  those  actions  not  being  in  any  degree  con- 
clusive, the  courts  of  equity  have  interfered,  and 
after  repeated  trials  and  satisfactory  determinations 
of  questions,  have  granted  perpetual  injunctions  to 
restrain  further  litigation  (A). 


{a)  Lowe  t;.  JoUifFe,  1  Dick.  383. 

(h)  Rcdesd.  Tr.  116.  Lord  Ellesmere  used  to  call  ejectments 
pickpurse  actions,  in  which  he  that  had  the  last  angel  prevailed. 
Hollard  v.  Battel,  Pract.  in  Chancery  unfolded,  32.  Courts  of 
law  have  themselves  endeavx)ured  to  put  some  stop  to  the  vexa- 
tion produced  by  repeated  ejectment?,  and  will  accordingly  stay 
proceedings  in  a  second  ejectment  till  the  costs  of  a  prior  eject- 
ment for  the  trial  of  the  same  title,  or  of  an  action  for  mesne  profits* 
have  been  paid.  Roberts  v.  Cook,  4«  Mod.  379.  Lord  Coningsby's 
case,  Stra.  547*  Doe  v.  Hatherley^  ib.  1152.  Doe  v.  Chambers, 
Bl.  Rep.  1 180.  Doe  ».  Holdfast,  6  T.  R.  22S.  Keene  v.  Angel, 
ib.  740.  Doe  v.  Roe,  8  T.  R.  e^.  Doe  v.  Roe,  4  East.  585.  Doe 
V.  Stevenson,  2  B.  &  P.  22.  and  the  cases  there  cited.  This  rule^i 
however,  will  not  be  extended  so  as  to  include  damages  in  Uie 
action  for  the  mesne  profits.     Doe  r.  Barclay,  15  East.  2)3.  nor 
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The  leading  case  upon  this  subject  is  that  of  the  Perpetual 
Earl  of  Bath  v.  Shenvnn  (a\  where,  after  five  verdicts  ^«>"^^^*^'^- 
in  favour  of  the  plaintiff^  a  bill  was  filed  for  a  per-  - 
petual  injunction.  Lord  Cowper,  though  satisfied 
of  the  vexatious  nature  of  the  defendant's  litigation, 
yet  being  unwilling  to  interpose  in  a  case  where  the 
title  was  purely  legal,  refused  to  decree  an  injunc- 
tion, but  recommended  it  to  the  plaintiff  as  a  case 
proper  for  the  House  of  Lords  ;  and  on  an  appeal  a 
perpetual  injunction  was  decreed  {b).  Upon  this 
authority  a  perpetual  injunction  was  also  decreed  in 
the  Exchequer,  in  the  case  of  Barefoot  v.  Fry,  where 
the  defendant  had  brought  five  ejectments,  and  had 
been  nonsuited  upon  full  evidence  in  three  of  them, 
and  had  verdicts  against  him  in  the  other  two ;  he 
had  also  brought  bills  in  Chancery  and  the  Exchequer, 
which  had  both  been  dismissed  (c). 

Though  a  court  of  equity  will  not  compel  a  bank-  Injunction 
rupt  to  give  validity  to  the  commission  against  him  ^£Sx^^ 
by  any  positive  act,  yet  where  he  has  repeatedly  vexatiously 
questioned  it,  and  thwarted  his  assignees  in  its  pro-  commissfoD. 
gress,  the  court  will,  in  due  time,  when  his  conduct 
appears   vexatious,    restrain  him  from  further  dis- 
puting it  (d). 

In  a  case  before  Lord  EUesmere,  where  it  ap- 
peared that  eight  actions  were  instituted  for  the 


the  taxed  costs  of  a  suit  in  equity  brought  for  the  same  premises. 

Doe  V.  Winch,  3  B.  &  A.  602. 

(a)  Pr.  Can.  261.     Gilb.  Eq.  Rep.  2.       " 

(h)  1  Bro.  P.  C.  266.    Ed.  Toml.  Vol.  IV.  p.  373. 

(c)  Bunb.  158, 

(d)  Thorpe  v,  Goodal],  17  Ves.  393. 
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Perpetual      same  cause,  he  stayed  them  all  by  injunction,  saying 

Injunctions.     .^   .  -^  u         .       •  \ 

j^ that  it  was  barretry  (a). 

Bills  to  pre-       In  all  cases  in  which  there  is  one  general  right  to 

vent  multi- 

sidte  ^  ^  ^^^  Duncombe  v,  Kendall,  Practice  in  Chancery  unfolded,  31. 

Many  of  the  injunctions  granted  by  Lord  Ellesmere  are  extremely 
curious,  and  show  how  little  value  is  to  be  set  upon  precedents  in 
equity  at  this  early  period.  Thus  in  the  case  of  Ramsey  v.  Wood- 
cock, Choice  Cases  in  Chancery,  174?,  it  appeared  that  Queen 
Elizabeth  had  granted  a  protection  to  certain  persons  against  their 
creditors,  upon  paying  a  certain  composition,  and  by  that  protec- 
tion her  majesty  willed  ''  that  an  injunction  should  be  granted  out 
of  this  court  against  all  such  as  should  implead  the  said  persons, 
and  not  content  themselves  with  the  aforesaid  rate  ;*'  and  an  in- 
junction was  accordingly  granted  at  the  suit  of  some  of  the  creditors 
who  had  accepted  the  composition,  against  others  who  were  suing 
at  law.  In  another  case,  an  injunction  was  granted  at  the  suit  of 
an  innkeeper,  to  restrain  an  action  brought  by  a  carrier,  for 
money  taken  out  of  his  pack  while  in  his  house,  Clarke  v,  Colibere, 
ib.  172.  In  another  case  he  granted  an  injunction  to  restrain  an 
action,  merely  on  the  ground  that  churches  and  hospitals  were 
not  fairly  dealt  with  in  the  country,  Warwick  Hospital  v.  Fielding, 
Practice  in  Chancery  unfolded,  31 ;  and  it  is  said  in  the  same 
book,  that  he  ordinarily  granted  injunctions  to  stay  suits  upon  the 
Stat.  E.  6.  for  treble  damages  for  not  setting  out  tithes,  but  per- 
,  mitting  them  to  sue  hotv  they  mil  otherwise  for  their  tithes.  There 
is  a  curious  case  in  Cary  (which  might  perhaps  have  been  more 
properly  noticed  in  a  former  part  of  this  treatise),  in  which  the 
court  refused  to  restrain  an  action  brought  by  the  defendant  for 
words  spoken  by  the  plaintiff  against  him,  it  being  alleged  that  the 
plaintiflP  was  drunk  when  he  uttered  the  words,  Kendrick  v,  Hop- 
kins, Cary,  133.  In  a  case  in  Tothill,  a  parson  is  said  to  have 
been  prohibited,  upon  decree,  from  preaching,  Town  of  Yarmouth 
V.  Dean  of  Norwich,  66 ;  in  another,  an  injunction  was  granted 
against  the  issue  in  tail,  to  restrain  the  reversal  of  a  fine,  Arundell 
V.  Arundell,  ib.  115.  There  is  another  head  of  injunction,  upon 
which  the  cases  are  extremely  numerous,  viz.  injunctions  to  re- 
strain proceedings  in  the  King's  Bench,  where  the  king's  fine  had 
not  been  paid,  Cary,  110.  121.     Choice  Ca.  in  Cha.  111.  130. 
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be  established  against  a  great  number  of  persons,  a  Perpetual 
court  of  equity  will  interpose,  in  order  to  prevent    ^""^  ^^^' 
multiplicity  of  suits ;  and  instead  of  suffering  the 
parties  to  be  harassed  by  a  number   of  separate 
actions,  each  of  which  would  only  determine  the 
particular  right  in  question,  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  to  it,  it  will  at  once  determine 
the  rights  by  a  decree,  having  previously,  if  neces* 
sary,  directed  issues  for  its  information  (a).     A  bill 
of  this  nature  may  be  brought  by  a  parson  for  tithes 
against  his  parishioners ;  by  parishioners  to  establish 
a  modus;  by  a  lord  against  tenants  for  encroach- 
ments,  or  by  tenants  against  the  lord  for  disturb- 
ance (i).    The  jurisdiction  has  also  been  entertained 
to  establish  toll  due  .by  custom  (c). 

Upon  this  principle  in  two  early  cases,  where  a 
lord  of  a  manor  had  enclosed  under  the  statute  of 
Merton,  injunctions  were  granted  to  restrain  the 


(a)  2  Atk.  484.     Redes.  Tr.  118,  119. 

(5)  How  V,  Tenants  of  Broomsgrove,  1  Vern.  22.  Ewelme 
Hospital  V.  Andover,  ib.  266.  Powlet  v.  Ingrey,  ib.  308.  Brown 
V.  Vermuden,  I  Ch.  Ca.  272.  Rudge  v.  Hopkins,  2  Eq.  Ab.  170. 
Mayor  of  York  v.  Pilkington,  1  Atk.  282.  Conyers  v.  Lord 
Abergavenny,  ib.  285.    Poore  v,  Clark,  2  Atk,  515. 

(c)  Currier  v,  Cryer,  Hard.  21.  Green  v.  Robinson,  ib.  174. 
City  of  London  v.  PaJlister,  cit.  Bunb.  101.  Ibid. ».  Perkins,  3  Bro. 
P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  602.  Corporation  of  Carlisle  v.  Wilson,  13  Ves. 
^6.  Duke  of  Norfolk  v.  Myers,  4  Mad.  Rep.  83.  Marshall  ». 
Walmesley,  Lady  Petore  v.  Clarkson,  Earl  of  Warrington  v.  Mosely, 
cit.  ib.  Though  this  is  now  fully  settled,  yet  there  are  many  pre- 
cedents in  which  courts  of  equity  have  refused  to  interpose. 
Disney  v.  Robertson,  Bunb.  41.  Bond  v.  City  of  Exeter,  ib. 
Mayor  of  Boston  v.  Jackson,  ib.  101.  Harding  v.  Ainge,  ib. 
Vide  also  Fines  v.  Cobb,  2  Vern.  116. 
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Perpetual   .  tenants  from  throwing  down  the    enclosures  (a). 
Injunctums, ,  j^^^  j,^^^^  j^^^  recognised  the  authority  of  these 

cases,  considering  it  established  that  a  lord  of  a 
manor  may  file  a  bill,  stating  that  he  has  approved 
under  the  statute,  and  left  sufficient  common  of 
pasture ;  that  by  the  operation  of  the  statute  the  in- 
closure  has  become  his  exclusive  soil.  Upon  such  a 
bill,  however,  the  prayer  must  be,  not  in  the  nature  of 
waste,  for  an  injunction,  but  for  the  establishment 
of  the  exclusive  right  under  the  statute,  and  to 
have  that  right  declared:  accordingly  in  the  case 
before  him,  where  an  injunction  had  been  obtained 
on  affidavit,  against  cutting  and  pasturing  cattle  in 
a  wood,  the  plaintiff  praying  the  injunction  as  tenant 
in  fee,  or  as  lord  of  the  manor  inclosing  under  the 
statute;  the  defendants  denying  the  former  title, 
and  as  to  the  latter  claiming  cqmmon  of  pasture 
and  estovers,  and  stating  that  after  the  enclosure 
sufficient  common  of  pasture  would  not  be  left,  the 
injunction  was  under  the  circumstances  dissolved 
upon  the  answer  (b). 

Upon  the  piinciple  of  preventing  multiplicity  of 
suits,  a  bill  will  lie  to  settle  a  general  fine  to  be  paid 
by  all  the  copyhold  tenants  of  a  manor  (c). 
Such  bill  will      A  bill  of  this  sort,  however,  cannot  be  maintained 

not  lip  where 

the  right  is    where  a  right  is  disputed  between  two  persons  only^ 
disputed  be-  ^nd  the  decree  sought  cannot  conclude  any  one 

tween  two  ^  •  ^ 

persons  only. 

(a)  Weeks  v.  Staker,  2  Vern.  S05.  Arthington  v.  Fawkes, 
ib.356. 

ijb)  Hanson  «».  Gardiner,  7  Ves.  305. 

(c)  Middleton  v.  Jackson,  1  Ch.  Rep.  18.  Fopham  v.  Lancaster, 
ib.  51.    Cowper  v.  Clerk,  3  P.  W.  157. 
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except  the  defendants  (a).  Accordingly  in  the  abbve^  Perpetual 
noticed  case  of  Cowper  v.  Clerk,  a  bill  by  a  single  ^7"^  "^' 
copyholder  to  be  relieved  against  an  excessive  fine 
was  (Usmissed  with  costs,  as  determinable  at  law. 
Thus  in  one  of  the  leading  cases  upon  this  subject,  a 
bill  by  a  lord  of  a  manor  to  establish  his  legal  title  to 
the  manor,  and  for  a  perpetual  injunction  to  restrain 
the  defendant  from  appointing  a  steward  or  game- 
keeper for  the  said  manor,  and  from  setting  up  any 
further  claim  thereto,  was  dismissed  with  costs,  and 
that  decree  was  affirmed  upon  appeal  by  the  House 
ofI.ords(A)i 

We  may  here  notice,  though  not  exactly  belong-  Bills  for  set- 
ing  to  the  subject,  yet  not  entirely  foreign  from  ri^^andr^^" 
it,  the  doctrine  upon  the  subject  of  bills  for  settling  coyery  of 
boundaries,  and  of  bills  for  the  recoyery  of  quit 
rents.     As  to   the  former,    it  is  settled  that  the 
mere  confusion   of  boundaries  is  not  a  suflicient 
ground  for  the  court  to .  interpose,  the  jurisdiction 
must  be  superinduced  by  some  equitable  circum- 

(a)  Disney  v.  Robertson,  sup.  City  of  London  v,  Ainsley, 
1  Anst.  158.  Whitchurch  v.  Hide,  2  Atk.  S91 .  Lord  Teynham 
V.  Webb,  ib.  483.  Weller  v.  Smeaton,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  572.  1  Cox, 
102.  There  are  some  old  cases  upon  this  subject  to  the  contrary, 
where  the  court  acted  upoii  the  great  length  of  possession  in  the 
plaintiff,  but  they  are  not  law  at  present.  Bush  v.  Western,  Pr. 
Ch.  530.  Finch  ».  Resbridge,  2  Vern.  390.  Where  a  person  was 
in  possession  of  a  fishery,  he  was  allowed  to  file  a  bill  to  perpetuate 
testimony  and  establish  his  right,  though  he  had  not  recovered  in 
affirmance  of  it  at  law.  Duke  of  Dorset  v.  Girdler,  Pr.  Ch.  531 . 
But  where  the  plaintiff  has  been  interrupted  and  dispossessed, 
and  therefore  has  a  remedy  at  law,  a  bill  of  this  nature  will  not  lie. 
Wynn  v.  Hatty,  cit.  ib. 

(b)  Welby  v.  Duke  of  Rutland,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  39. 
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Perpekud      stance  (a).    In  the  cases  of  quit  rents,  relief  has  been 
sjumaw  .    given  where  the  remedies  at  law  have  either  been 

Where  the     ^^*  ^^  become  very  deficient  (ft). 

lands  of  There  are  several  ancient  cases  upon  the  subject 

fifiYer&l  fire 

subject  to  a   ^^  rentcharges,  which  proceeded  upon  the  equity 
renuharge,    which  the  plaintiff  had  to  contribution,  viz.  where 

srantee  re- 

strainedfrom  the  lands  of  several  being  liable  to  a  rentcharge, 
2™fi^  ^°®      and  the  person  entitled  to  it  was  suing  one  alone, 

the  court  has  restrained  him  without  making  the  rest 

parties  (c). 

(a)  Wake  v.  Conyers,  2  Cox^  260.  1  Eden,  331.  St.  Luke's 
V.  St.  Leonard's^  1  Bro.  C.  C.  40.  Atkins  o.  Hatton,  3  Anst.  387. 
Rous  V.  Barker,  3  Bro.  P.  C.  Ed.  Toml.  660.  Loker  v.  RoUe, 
3  Ves.  4.  Duke  of  Leeds  v.  Earl  of  Strafford,  4  Vefi.  180.  The 
Attorney  General  v.  Fullarton,  2  V.  &  B.  263.  Spear  v.  Crawter, 
2  Meriv.  410. 

(b)  Vide  Holder  v.  Chambury,  3  P.  W.  256.  and  the  cases  there 
cited.  Bouverie  v.  Prentice,  1  Bro.  C.  C.  200.  Duke  of  Leeds 
».  New  Radnor,  2  Bro.  C.  C.  340. 518. 

(e)  Gary  38.  Dohnan  v.  Varasor,  ib.  132.  The  QueeD  v, 
Colbome,  lb*  159. 
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CHAPTER  XVII. 

Of  Injunctions  to  yield  up^  quiet,  or  continue  Possession 

qf  Lands. 

The  injunction  to  yield  up,  quiet^  or  continue  pos-^ 
session  of  land  is  a  judicial  writ ;  and  subsequent  to 
a  decree,  in  the  nature  of  a  writ  of  execution  (a). 

The  strict  primary  decree  of  a  court  of  equity,  as 
observed  by  Lord  Hardwicke,  is  in  personam;  and 
he  adds,  that  it  was  not  till  the  time  of  James  L 
that  it  was  settled  that  the  court  would  issue  an 
injunction  and  writ  of  assistance  to  the  sheriff  to 
put  into  possession  in  a  ^uit  of  lands  (6).  This, 
however,  is  clearly  a  mistake,  and  his  Lordship  must 
here  be  understood  as  speaking  of  sequestrations 
upon  lands  not  in  question  in  the  cause,  which  have 
been  frequently  said  to  have  been  introduced  by 
Lord  Bacon  in  the  time  of  James  L  (c).    For  not 

(a)  Wy.  Pr.  Rep.  254. 

(b)  1  Ves.  454.. 

(c)  1  Vem.  421.  1  Ch.  Ca.  91.  There  is  great  obscurity  at- 
tending the  origin  of  sequestrations,  as,  notwithstanding  these  ob* 
servations>  there  is  an  order  of  Lord  Bacon's,  which  expressly 
states  that  no  sequestration  shall  be  granted  but  of  lands,  leases, 
or  goods  in  question.  Ord.  29.  Beames,  16.  There  are,  however, 
as  shown  by  the  learned  editor,  a  great  number  of  precedents 
prior  to,  and  contemporaneous  with,  these  orders,  in  which  se* 
questrations  were  granted  of  other  lands  and  goods.  It  is  how- 
ever clear  that  they  were  not  introduced  by  Lord  Keeper  Coventry 
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Judicial        only  Sequestrations  in  respect  of  lands,  which  were 
^^'  the  subject  of  the  suit,  were  well  known  long  before 

this  time,  but  many  precedents  for  injunctions  to 
deliver  possession  after  a  decree  and  a  commission 
or  writ  of  assistance  to  the  sheriff,  are  in  the  printed 
reports,  as  early  as  the  reign  of  Queen  Elizabeth  {a). 
And  in  a  MS.  book  of  orders  (which  appear  to  be 
taken  from  the  registrar's  books)  in  the  Hargrave 
collection,  there  are  a  great  many  precedents  of  in- 
junctions to  deliver  possession  of  lands  ^er  a  decree 
in  the  time  of  Henry  VIII.  Edward  VI.  and  Mary. 
It  is  observable  too  that  Lord  Bacon's  orders  treat 
them  as  a  process  well  known  and  much  in  use  (b). 
Used  in  aid  One  of  the  most  extraordinary  instances  pf  the 
ment  fttlaw.  ^^^  of  this  species  of  writ,  is  the  application  of  it  in 

aid  of  a  judgment  at  law;  the  plaintiff  it  is  said  had 
recovered  dower  in  the  C.  B.  and  had  judgment  and 
execution,  but  the  defendant  being  rich  and  wilful, 
would  not  let  her  have  any  benefit  thereby,  where- 
upon she  set  forth  her  title  by  bill  in  Chancery,  to 
have  her  possession  established  by  injunction,  and 
upon  a  letter  written  by  Lord  C.  J.  Dyer  and 
Meade,  J.  before  whom  the  trial  was  had,  craving 
the  Lord  Chancellor's  aid  for  the  plaintiff,  he  granted 
an  injunction  (c).     In  another  case  a  benefice  was 

(as  Roger  North  erroneously  supposes),  who  did  not  come  to  the 
seals  till  the  reign  of  Charles  I, 

. 

(a)  Lane  v.  Lord  Howard,  Gary,  14<8.  Denis  v.  Carew,  Toth. 
75.  Servington  t;.  Webb,  ib.  112.  Shelton  v.  Stanley,  ib,  115. 
There  are  also  several  precedents,  ib.  57.  which  seem  to  be  f6r  the 
same  purpose. 

(b)  Beames'  Orders,  8. 16. 

(c)  Bracebridge  v.  Bracebridge,  Choice  Ca.  in  Ch.  149. 
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holden  by  force  from  the  plaintiff  whereupon  a  writ  Judicial 
de  li  laicd  removendd  was  awarded,  and  the  plaintiff        ' 


put  in  possession  by  the  sheriff,  but  the  defendant 
stiU  keeping  posseion  of  the  house  belonging  to 
the  parsonage,  an  injunction  was  granted  {a). 

The  proceedings  in  obtaining  and  carr3dng  into  Proceedings 

!_•  .....  i?.-i  •  .  1^  .L    1  •      in  order  to 

execution  an  injunction  oi  this  nature  are  stated  m  obtain  the 
some  observations  inserted  by  Mr.  Dickens,  in  his  judicial  writ, 
report  of  the  case  of  Dove  v.  Dove  (6),  and  have 
been   established   by  other  determinations   as  fol- 
lows (c). 

The  first  process  after  a  decree  for  possession,  is 
service  of  a  writ  of  execution  of  the  decree  for  the 
defendant  to  deliver  possession,  accompanied  with  a 
demand  of  possession.  Upon  the  refusal  of  the  de- 
fendant, an  attachment  issues.  The  next  process  is 
the  writ  of  injunction  to  deliver  possession,  which  is 
obtained  of  course  upon  affidavit  of  service  of  the 
writ  of  execution,  of  the  demand  and  refusal,  and 
of  the  issuing  of  the  attachment.  The  writ  of  in- 
junction afiects  the  tenant,  which  the  order  for  the  ' 
defendant  to  deliver  possession  does  not  (rf).  Upon 
proof  of  service  of  the  injunction  and  of  its  not 
having  been  complied  with,  and  upon  motion,  with- 
out notice,  and  reading  an  affidavit  of  the  facts,  a 
writ  of  assistance  will  be  ordered. 

Mr.  Dickens  states  that  he  has  not  been  able  to 
find  any  precedent  of  an  order  for  a  writ  of  assistance 

(a)  Boult  T7.  Blunt,  Gary,  72. 

(b)  2  Dick.  617.  S.  C.     1  Bro.  C.  C.  375.     1  Cox,  101. 

(c)  Stribley  v,  Hawkie,  3  Atk.  275.     Hugonin  v.  Bazeley, 
15  Ves.  180. 

((/)  Venables  v.  Foyles,  cit.  2  Dick.  619. 
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Judicial 
Writ. 


prior  to  the  reign  of  Charles  II.  There  are,  how- 
ever, besides  some  orders  contained  in  Tothill  and 
Gary  (a),  great  numbers  of  precedents  as  early  as 
the  time  of  Henry  VIII.  in  the  MS.  volume  in  the 
Hargrave  Collection,  before  alluded  to.  There  are 
also  two  precedents  of  writs  of  this  nature  in  the 
Appendix  to  the  last  edition  of  the  Registrtm  Bre^ 
vium,  but  their  date  does  not  appear  (&). 


(a)  Ante,  p.  364. 

(b)  Ed.  1687.  Ap.  46. 
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{a}  An  Order  for  an  Injunction  on  a  Dedimus. 


•v* 


Master  of  \   Thursday,  the        day  of  in  the 

the  Rolls.    5       year  of  the  reign  of  his  Majesty  King  George 

the  Fourth,  and  in  the  year  of  our  IxNrd 
between  A*  B.  and  C  Z).  complainants,  and 
E.  F,j  defendant 

Forasmuch  as  this  court  was  this  present  day  infisrmed  by 
Mr.  ,  being  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the 

defendant  being  served  with  process  to  appear  to>  amd  answer 
the  plaintiff's  bill,  hath  appeared  accordingly,  but,  for  delay, 
hath  craved  a  commission  to  answ^  in  the  coimtry,  and  yet, 
in  the  meantime,  the  said  de^dant  prosecutes  the  (daintiffii 
at  law  (gc  the  matters  in  the  bill  complained  of:  it  »  there- 
upon ordered,  that  an  injunction  be  awarded  i^ainst  the 
defendant  for  stay  of  his  procee£i^  at  law*  agamst  the  said 
plaintiffii,  until  the  said  defendant  shall  fiilly  answer  the  plain- 
tiff^s  bill,  and  this  court  make  other  otAer  to  the  contrary; 
but  the  said  defendant  is,  *in  the  meantime,  at  liberty  ta  caH 
for  a  plea,  and  to  proceed  to  trial  thereon,  and»  for  want  €si  a 
plea,  to  enter  up  judgment;  but  execution  is  hereby  stayed. 

(a)  Harrison's  Ch.  Pr.  553. 
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(a)  Docket  upon  an  Injunction  on  a  Dedimus. 

The  King  and  so  forth.  To  his  counsellors,  attornies, 

solicitors,  and  agents,  greeting :  Whereas  it  is  represented  to 
us  in  our  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  part  of  A.  B.  and  C.  Z)., 
complainants,  that  they  have  lately  exhibited  their  bill  of 
complaint  in  our  said  Court  of  Chancery  against  you  the  said 
E.  JP.,  defendant,  to  be  relieved  touching  the  matters  therein 
contained ;  and  that  you,  the  said  defendant  E.  JP.,  being 
served  with  a  writ,  issuing  out  of  the  said  court,  commanding 
you  to  appear  to  and  answer  the  said  bill,  have  appeared,  but, 
for  delay,  have  craved  a  commission  to  answer  in  the  country ; 
and  yet,  in  the  meantime,  you  unjustly  (as  is  alleged)  prose- 
cute the  said  complaints  at  law,  for  and  touching  the  matters 
in  the  said  biU  complained  of:  We  therefore,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  premises,  do  hereby  strictly  command  and  enjoin 
you,  the  said  E.  JP.,  defendant,  and  all  and  every  the  persons 
before  mentioned,  under  the  penalty  of  two  hundred  pounds, 
to  be  levied  on  you  and  each  of  your  lands  and  tenements, 
goods  and  chattels,  to  our  use,  that  you  and  each  of  you  do 
henceforth  absolutely  desist  and  forbeat  from  all  forther  pro- 
ceedings at  law  against  the  said  complainants,  or  either  of 
them,  until  you,  the  said  d^nd^t,  E.  JP.,  shall  fully  answer 
the  said  comphunant's  bill,  and  xHpis  court  make  other  order 
to  the  contrary ;  and  this  yon,  nor  either  of  you,  are  in  any- 
wise to  omit,  under  the  penalty  aforesaid :  But,  nevertheless, 
the  said  defendant,  E.  jP.,  is  at  liberty  to  call  for  a  plea  and 
proceed  to  trial  thereon,  and,  for  want  of  a  plea,  to  enter  up 
judgment;  but  execution  is  hereby  stayed.  Witness  the 
King  at  Westminster  the  day  of  in  the 

year  of  his  reign. 

(a)  Harrison,  Ch.  Pr.  553. 
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{a)  Order  for  an  Lijunction  on  an  Attachment. 

AttheRoDs.^    Thursday,  the        day  of  in  the 

*^'  °^    J        year  of  the  reign  of  our  Sovereign  Lord  King 

George  the  Fourth.     Between  A.  J?.,  plaintiff^ 
and  C.  D.  and  E.  JP.,  defendants. 

Forasmuch  as  this  court  was  this  present  day  informed  by 
Mr.  ,  being  of  the  plaintiff's  counsel,  that  the 

defendants  being  served  with  process  to  appear  to  and  answer 
the  plaintiff's  bill,  refuse  so  to  do,  are  in  contempt  to  an 
attachment  for  want  thereof^  and  yet  in  the  mean  time  prose- 
cute the  plaintiff  at  law  for  the  matters  in  the  bill  complained 
of:  It  is  thereupon  ordered,  that  an  injunction  be  awarded 
against  the  said  defendants  for  stay  of  their  proceedings  at 
law,  for  and  touching  any  matters  here  in  question,  until  the 
said  defendants  shall  appear  to  and  fully  a^nswer  the  plaintiff's 
bill,  clear  their  contempt,  and  this  court  make  other  order  to 
the  contrary:  .  but  the  said  defendants  are,  in  the  mean 
time,  at  liberty  to  call  for  a  plea,  and  proceed  to  trial  thereon, 
and,  for  want  of  a  plea,  to  enter  up  judgment;  but  execution 
is  hereby  stayed. 


(V)  Docket  for  an  Injunction  on  Attachment. 

The  King,  and  so  forth.  To  their  counsellors,  attomies, 
solicitors,  and  agents,  greeting :  Whereas  it  is  represented  to 
us  in  our  Court  of  Chancery,  on  the  part  of  A.  J?.,  complain- 
ant, that  he  hath  lately  exhibited  his  bill  of  complaint  in  our 
said  Court  of  Chancery,  against  you,  the  said  C  2>.  and  E,  JP., 
defendants,  touching  the  matters  therein  contained,  and  that 
you,  the  said  defendants,  being  served  with  a  writ  issuing  out 

(a)  Harrison's  Ch.  Pr.  554.  (6)  lb.  555. 
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of  our  said  court,  commanding  you  to  appear  to  and  answer 
the  said  l^ill,  have  not  obeyed  the  same,  but  are  in  contempt 
to  an  attachment  for  not  appearing  to  and  answering  the  said 
bill;  and  yet,  in  the  mean  time,  you  unjustly,  as  is  alleged, 
prosecute  the  said  bill  complainaut  at  law  touching  the  mat- 
ters in  the  said  bill  complained  of:  We,  therefore,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  premises,  do  strictly  enjoin  and  command 
you,  the  said  C  D.  and  E.  JP.,  and  all  and  every  the  persons 
before  mentioned,  under  the  penalty  of  two  hundred  pounds, 
to  be  levied  on  you  and  each  of  your  lands,  goods,  and 
chattels,  to  our  use,  that  you  and  each  of  you  do  absolutely 
desist  from  all  further  proceedings  at  law  against  the  said 
complainant,  touching  any  of  the  matters  in  the  Said  bill 
complained  of,  until  you  and  each  of  you  shall  appear  to  and 
fully  answer  the  said  complainant's  said  bill,  clear  your 
contempts,  and  this  court  make  other  order  to  the  contrary'; 
but,  nevertheless,  the  said  defendants  are  at  liberty  to  call  for 
a  plea,  and  proceed  to  a  trial  thereon,  and  for  want  of  a  plea 
to  alter  up  judgment ;  but  execution  is  hereby  stayed.  Wit* 
ness  the  King  at  fFestminstery  the  day  of  in  the 

year  of  his  rdgn. 


{a)  The  Form  of  a  Writ  of  Irijunction. 

George  the  Fourth,  by  the  grace  of  God,  of  Great  Britain, 
France,  and  Ireland,  king,  defender  of  the  faith,  and  so 
forth.     To  his  counsellors,  attornies, 

solicitors,  and  agents,  and  every  of  them,  greeting :  Whereas 
it  hath  been  represented  unto  us  in  our  Court  of  Chancery,  on 
the  part  of  complainant,  that  he  hath 

lately  exhibited  his  bill  of  complaint  into  our  said  Court  of 
Chancery  against  you,  the  said  defendant, 

(a)  Harrison's  Cb.  Pr«  555* 
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to  be  relieved  touching  the  matters  therein  contained ;  and 
that  you,  the  said  defendant,  being  served  with  a  writ  issuing 
out  of  our  said  court,  commanding  you  to  appear  to  and 
answer  the  said  bill  (a),  Juvoe  not  obeyed  the  same^  but  are  in 
bontempt  to  cm  attachment  for  not  appearing  to  and  answering 
the  said  bill;  and  yet,  in  the  meantime,  you  unjustly,  as  is 
alleged,  prosecute  the  said  complainant  at  law  touching  the 
matters  in  the  said  bill  complained  of:  We  therefore,  in 
consideration  of  the  premises,  do  strictly  enjoin  and  command 
yon,  the  said  and  all  and  every  the  persons 

before  mentioned,  under  the  penalty  of  two  hundred  pounds, 
to  be  levied  on  your  and  every  of  your  lands,  goods,  and 
chattelsj  to  our  use,  that  you  and  every  of  you  do  absolutely 
desist  from  all  farther  proceedings  at  law  against  the  said 
complainant  touching  any  of  the  matters  in  the  said  bill  com- 
plained o^  until  you,  the  said  defendant,  shall  have  fully 
answered  the  said  bill,  cleared  your  contempt,  and  our  said 
court  shall  make  other  order  to  the  contrary :  but,  neverthe- 
less, the  said  ddendant  is  at  liberty  to  call  for  a  plea,  and  to 
proceed  to  trial  thereon,  and,  for  want  of  a  plea,  to  enter  up 
judgment :  but  execution  is  hereby  stayed.  Witness  oursdf 
at  Westf^insteTy  this        day  of  in  the  year  of 

out  reigtt. 


(i)  On  a  Dedimus. 

[Id  injunctions  on  a  dedimus,  order  for  time,  or  insufficient  answer,  these 
words  are  to  be  left  out,Tiz.  have  cleared  your  contempt.'] 

To  which  biU,  you^  the  said  defendant,  have  appeared,'  but, 
for  delay,  have  craved  a  commission  to  take  your  answer  in 
the  country. 


(a)  If  injunction  on  a  dedimus,  &c.  vide  post 
(6)  Harrison's  Gh.  Pr.  556. 
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(a)  On  an  Order  for  Time. 

To  which  bill  you,  the  said  defendant,  have  appeared,  but, 
for  delay,  have  obtained  an  order  of  our  said  court  for  time 
to  answer  the  same ;  and  yet,  in  the  meantime  prosecute,  &c. 


(b)  On  an  insufficient  Ansnver. 

To  which  bill  you,  the  said  defendants,  have .  appeared^ 
but,  for  delay,  have  put  in  an  insufficient  answer;  and  yet,  in 
the  meantime  prosecute,  &a 


(c)  On  an  Attachment  for  Want  (fan  Ansnver. 

To  which  bill  you,  the  said  defendant,  have  appeared,  but 
have  not  answered  the  same^  and  are  in  contempt  to  an  at- 
tachment for  want  thereof;  and  yet,  in  the  meantime  pro* 
secute,  &c« 


(rf)  Form  of  an  Injunction  in  the  Ejccheqtier  to  stay 

Proceedings  at  Law. 

George,  &c.  To  C.  Z).,  and  to  all  and  singular  your 
counsellors,  attornies,  solicitors,  and  agents,  greeting:  We 
firmly  enjoin  and  command  you,  and  every  of  you,  that  from 
and  immediately  after  your  receipt  or  notice  of  this,  our  writ, 
by  you  or  any  of  you  had,  you  or  any  of  you  do  not  com- 
mence or  further  prosecute  any  action,  suit,  bill,  or  plaint, 

(fl)  Harrison's  Ch.  Pr.  556.        (6)  lb.        (c)  lb.        (d)  1  FowU  Ex.  Pr.  217. 
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or  enter  any  jodgment,  or  sue  out  or  levy  any  execution  in 
any  of  our  courts  at  the  common  law  against  A.  J?.,  touching 
any  of  the  matters  contained  in  a  certain  bill  of  complaint 
lately  exhibited  by  him,  the  said  A.  B.^  complainant,  before  the 
Chancellor  and  Barons  of  our  Ck>urt  of  Exchequer  at  West- 
minster,  against  you,  the  said  C  jD.  and  others,  defendants ; 
but  that  you  and  every  of  you  do  from  henceforth  wholly  and 
entirely  surcease  and  desist  from  the  commencing  or  further 
prosecuting  any  such  action,  suit,  bill,  or  plaint,  and  from 
entering  any  such  judgment,  or  suing  out  or  levying  any  such 
execution,  until  yoii,  the  said  C.  D,  (shall  have  appeared  to 
and  folly  answered)  the  said  bill,  and  our  court  shall  make 
further  order  thereupon ;  {but  if  issue  is  or  can  be  joined  in 
any  such  suit  or  action,  then  you  men/ proceed  to  a  trial  thereof: 
but  you  are  not  to  entei*  up  judgment,  or  sue  out  execution 
thereon  {a) ).  And  hereof  you  are  not  to  fail,  on  pain  of  five 
hundred  pounds,  which  we  will  cause  to  be  levied  on  your 
goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements,  to  our  use,  if  you 
neglect  to  obey  this  our  command.  Witness  Sir  Alexander 
Thomson,  Knight,  at  Westminster,  the  day  of 
in  the        year  of  our  reign. 

By  order  of  court,  made  the  same  day,  and  by  the  Barcms. 

Steele. 
{Indorsed}  Fowler. 


(A)  Notice  of  Motion  for  an  Irgunction  upon  opening 
a  material  Exception  or  Merits. 

In  the  Exchequer. 
Take  notice,  that  this  honourable  court  will  be  moved  on 
next,  or  so  soon  after  as  counsel  can  be  heard,  that 

(a)  This  clause  to  be  inserted  in  Hilary  and  Trinity  terms  only,  and  in  country 
causes  only. 

(6)  1  Fowl  Ex.  Pr.  232. 
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an  injonction  may  issue  upon  opening  a  material  exception  to 
the  defendants*  answer,  or,  in  case  the  exception  shall  not  be 
hdd  material,  then  that  an  injunction  may  issue  upon  the 
merits.    Dated  this  day  of 

Jn  5.  Plaintiffs  solicitor. 


(ja)  Iryunctim  tiU  Hearing. 

GfiORGE,  &a  To  C.  2X,  and  to  all  and  singular  your 
counsellors,  attornies,  solicitors,  and  agents,  greetbg: 
Whereas  A.  J3.,  complainant,  hath  lately  exhibited  his  bill 
before  the  Chancellor  and  Barons  of  our  Court  of  Exchequer 
at  Westminster  against  you  the  said  C  2).,  defendant,  praying 
relief  touching  the  matters  therein  m^itioned.  And  whereas, 
by  an  order  of  the  said  court  made  in  the  said  cause  on  the 
day  of  ,  it  was  ordered  that  an  injunction 

should  issu^  under  the  seal  of  our  said  qonrt,  tQ  restrain  (ksre 
insert  the  wards  of  the  order)  until  the  hearing  of  this  cause, 
or  until  our  said  court  shall  make  further  order  thereupon. 
We  therefore  firmly  enjoin  and  command  you,  and  every  of 
you,  that  from  and  immediately  afier  your  receipt  or  notice  of 
this  our  writ  by  you  or  any  of  you  had,  you  or  any  of  you  do 
not  commence  or  further  prosecute  any  action,  suit,  bill,  or 
plaint,  or  enter  any  judgment,  or  sue  out  or  levy  any  execution 
in  any  of  our  courts  at  the  common  law  against  A.  B.,  touch- 
ing any  of  the  matters  contained  in  his  said  bill  of  complaint, 
but  that  you  and  every  of  you  do  &om  henceforth  wholly  and 
entirely  surcease  and  desist  from  the  commencing  or  further 
prosecuting  any  such  action,  suit,  bill,  or  plaint,  and  from 
entering  any  such  judgment,  and  suing  out  or  levying  any 
such  execution,  until  our  said  court  shall  have  made  further 

(fl)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  233. 
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order  in  this  cause  to  the  contrary:  and  hereof  you  are  not  to 
fail  on  pain  of  five  hundred  pounds,  which  we  will  cause  to  be 
levied  on  your  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements,  to 
our  use,  if  you  neglect  to  obey  this  our  command.  Witness, 
&c.  the  day  of  in  the  year  of  our  reign. 

By  order  of  court  made  the  same  day,  and  by  the  Barons. 

Eliot. 


(fl)  An  Injunction  to  stay  committing  Waste. 

GfiORGE  the  Fourth,  &c.  To  A.  B.  and  his  workmen, 
labourers,  servants,  and  agents,  and  each  and  every  of  them, 
greeting:  Whereas  it  hath  been  represented  unto  us  in  our 
court  of  Chancery,  in  a  certain  cause  there  depending,  wherein 
C  2).  is  complainant,  aZnd  you  the  said  A.  B.  are  defendant, 
on  the  part  of  the  said  complainant,  that,  &c.  (as  in  the  order). 
We  therefore,  in  consideration  of  the  premises  aforesaid,  do 
strictly  enjoin  and  command  you  the  said  A.  B.  and  your 
workmen,  labourers,  servants,  and  agents,  and  all  and  every 
one  of  you,  under  the  penalty  of  one  thousand  pounds,  to  be 
levied  upon  your  and  each  and  every  of  your  lands,  goods, 
and  chattels,  to  our  use,  that  you  and  every  one  of  you  do 
from  henceforth  altogether  absolutely  desist  from  felling  or 
cutting  down  any  timber  or  other  trees  standing,  growing,  or 
being  in  or  upon  the  premises  in  question,  or  from  commit- 
ting or  doing  any  other  or  further  waste  or  spoil  in  or  upon 
the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  until  our  said  court 
shall  make  other  order  to  the  contrary.  '  Witness,  &c. 

(a)  Harrison's  Ch.  Pr.  557. 
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(a)  A  Special  Injunction  to  stay  the  Defendants  from 
copying,  engraving,  8fc.  and  setting  of  Prints,  pur- 
suant to  an  Act  qf  Parliament,  8  Geo.  2. 

George,  &c.     To  ,  and  also  to  their  and  every 

one  of  their  servants,  workmen,  and  agents,  to  all  and  every 
of  them  greeting:  Whereas,  on  the  day  of 

and  on  the  day  of  last,  it  was  alleged  to  us  in 

our  Court  of  Chancery,  by  counsel  on  behalf  of  and 

his  wife,  plaintiffs  against  you  the  said 
defendants,  that,  by  an  act  of  parliament  made  in  the  eighth 
year  of  our  reign,  it  is  (amongst  other  things)  enacted,  that 
from  and  after  the  twenty-fourth  day  of  June,  one  thousand 
seven  hundred  and  thirty-five,  every  person  who  should  invent 
and  design,  engrave,  etch,  or  work  in  metzotinto  or  ehiaro 
obscuro,  or  from  his  own  works  and  inventions  should  cause 
the  same  so  to  be  done,  should  have  the  sole  right  and  liberty 
of  printing  and  repiinting  the  same  for  the  term  of  fourteen 
years,  to  commence  from  the  day  of  the  first  publishing  thereof, 
unless  by  the  consent  of  the  proprietor  first  had  in  writing,  and 
signed  in  the  presence  of  two  .or  more  credible  witnesses,  under 
the  penalties  in  the  said  act  particularly  mentioned :  That  the 
said  plaintiff  since  the  said  twenty-fourth  day  of  June, 

one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  thirty-five,  hath  with  great 
labour  and  expense  invented,  designed,  etched,  and  engraved 
abput  prints,  being  the  representation  of,  &c. ;  And  on 

th^  day  of  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and 

^thirty-seven,  published  four  of  the  said  prints,  representing 
,^  and  ;  and  that,  notwithstanding  the 

said  act  of  parliament,  you  the  said  defendants  have  copied, 
published,  and  sold  the  said  last  four  mentioned  prints,  as  by 
the  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  read,  appeared :  to  be 

relieved  wherein,  the  said  plaintiffs  have  exhibited  their  bill  in 

(a)  Harrison's  Ch.  Pr.  558. 
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our  said  Court  pf  Chancery  agaimt  you  the  said  .defi^dantS) 
as  by  the  Six  clerks'  certificate  appeared;  and  you  the  said 
defendant  having  put  in  your  answer  diereto»  thereby 

admit. to  have  sold  and  published  the  said  prints,  but. say  they 
.were,  sent  to  you  by  the  said  defendant  ;  and  that,  as 

soon  as  you  were  informed  of  the  said  plaintiffs'  right,  you 
sent  them  back  again:  We,  having  regard  to  the  .matters 
aforesaid,  and  on  reading  affidavits  of  notice  of  the  said 
motions,  .do  therefore  strictly  command  and  enjoin  you  the 
aforesaid  defendants  and  your,  servants,  worianen, 

and  agents,  and  all  and  every  of  you,  under  the  penalty  of  one 
thousand  pounds,  to  be  levied  upon  your  and  each  of  your 
lands,  goods,  and  chattels,  to  our  use,  that  you,  and  each  and 
every  one  of  you,  do  from  henceforth  altogether  desist  from 
copying,  engraving,  etching,  working,  publishing,  and  selling 
all  or  any  of  the  aforesaid  prints,  until  the  further  order  of 
our  said  Court  of  Chancery.     Witness,  &c. 


(a)  Iiyunction  to  stay  Proceedings  in  the  Spiritual 

Court. 

m 

George,  &c.  To  A.  J3.,  and  to  all  and  every  your  attor^ 
nies, .  solicitors,  agents,  proctors,  advocates,  and  assistants 
whatsoever,  and  to  every  of  you,  greeting.  We  command 
and  strictly  enjoin  you,  and  every  one  of  you,  by  these  pre- 
sents, that  neither  you,  nor  any  of  you,  do  for  the  future^  after 
the  receipt  of  this  our  writ,  or  a  true  copy  thereof,  proceed  on 
any  libel,  action,  suit,  citation,. sentence,  or  other  matter  what- 
soever, which  you  or  any  of  you  have  commenced,  or  shall 
hereafter  commence,  on  any  matter,  or  cause  whatsoever,  in 
the  Court  Christian,  before  the  Right  Reverend .  Father  in 

(d)  I  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  273. 
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G0D5  Johm^  by  divine  providence,  Bishop  of  Eaceier^  or  his 
vicar*general,  commissary,  surrogate,  or  other  judge  in  spi- 
ritualities whatsoever,  in  that  behalf  or  otherwise,  in  any 
ecclesiastical  judge  whatsoever,  against  /.  S^.,  touching  or  <k)n- 
ceming  any  of  the  matters  or  things  mentioned  or  specified  in 
a  certain  English  bill  lately  exhibited  in  our  Court  of  Exche- 
quer at  Westminster  by  the  said  /.  &  against  you  the  said 
A.  B. ;  but  that  you,  and  every  of  you,  do  surcease  and  desist 
from  the  prosecution  of  all  such  libels,  actions,  suit%  citations, 
sentoices,  and  other  matters,  and  from  all  manner  of  proceed- 
ings whatsoever  thereupon,  until  yon  the  said  J.  B,  shall  have 
fully  answered  the  said  bill,  and  our  siud  court  shall  have  made 
further  order  herein,  admonishing  you  that,  to  which  of  your 
hands  this  writ  shall  first  come,  you  immediately  give  notice 
thereof  to  the  other  persons  named  therein,  under  the  for- 
feiture of  five  hundred  pounds;  which,  if  yon  neglect  to  obey 
this  our  present  command,  we  shall  cause  to  be  levied  to  our 
use  out  of  your  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements. 
Witness,  &c. 
By  order  of  court  made  the  same  day,  and  by  the  Barons. 

Eliot. 


(a)  InJTimction  to  stai/  Proceedings  in  the  Court  of 

Admiraltjf, 

George,  Sic.  To  J*  J?.,  and  to  all>  and  every  your  attor- 
nies,  solicitors^  agents,  proctors^  and  advocates  whatsoever, 
greeting.  For  certain  causes,  the  Barons  of  our  Exchequer 
at  Westminster  thereunto  moving,  we  command  and  strictly 
enjdn  you,  that,  on  receipt  of  this  our  writ,  or  notice  thereof, 
by  you  or  any  of  you  had,  you  do  not  institute  any  suit,  or 

(a)  1  Fowl  Ex.  Pr.  275. 
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b^in  or  further  prosecute  any  citation,  libel,  or  other  process 
G!t  sentence  thereupon,  in  our  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
against  CL  i).,  before  the  Right  Worshipful  Sir  James  Mar* 
rioitf  Knight,  the  judge  of  our  said  court,  touching  any  of  the 
matters  or  things  contained  in  a  certain  petition  or  bill  by  him 
the  said  C,  D.  exhibited  before  the  Chancell(H:  and  Barons  of 
our  said  Exchequer  against  you  the  said  A.  B.,  but  that  you, 
and  every  c^  you,  wholly  desist  from  the  several  matta-s  afore* 
said,  and  all  further  proceedings  thereupon,  untQ  you  the  said 
A.  B.  shall  have  fuUy  answered  the  said  bill,  and  our  said  court 
shall  have  made  further  order  thereupon.  Witness,  &c.  the 
day  of  in  the  year  of  our  reign. 

By  order  of  court  made  the  same  day,  and  by  the  Barons. 

Eliot. 


(fl)  Injunction  in  the  Exchequer  to  stay  Proceedings 

in  Chancery. 

Gborge,  &c.  To  J.  J?.,.  &Cp  greeting:  Whereas  J.  S,  hath 
exhibited  his  English  biU  before  the  Chancellor  and  Barons  of 
our  Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster^  against  you  the  said 
A.  B.y  praying  to  be  relieved  as  to  the  matters  in  the  said  bill 
contained;  and  (amongst  other  things)  praying  to  be  admitted 
to  the  equity  of  redemption  of  several  lands  and  tenements  in 
the  parish  of  2>.  in  the  county  (^  J5.  by  him  mortgaged  to  you 
the  said  A.  B.  And  whereas  you  the  said  AJB.  have,  since 
the  exhilHJling  of  the  said  bill,  exhibited  another  bill  in  oux 
Higii  Court  of  Chancery  against  the  said  J.  S.^  touching  aiul 
concerinng  the  same  matters  as  are  mentioned  and  contained 
in  the  said  bill  exhibited  in  our  said  Court  of  Exchequer  by 
the  said  J.  S.  against  you  the  said  A.  £.,  and  are  unjusdy  pro* 
ceeding  upon  the  said  bill  so  exhibited  by  you  in  our  said 
Court  of  Chancery  as  is  said:  We  therefore  taking  the  said 

(rt)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  270. 
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premises  into  consideration,  do  command  and  strictly  enjoin 
you  and  every  one  of  you  by  these  presents,  that  neither  you 
nor  any  of  you  do  for  the  future,  after  the  receipt  of  this  our 
writ,  or  a  true  copy  thereof  proceed  against  the  said  /•  S. 
on  the  said  bill,  by  you  exhibited  as  aforesaid  in  our  said 
Court  of  Chancery ;  but  that  you,  and  every  one  of  you,  do 
from  henceforth  wholly  surcease  and  desist  from  all  manner  of 
proceedings  whatsoever  thereupon,  until  it  shall  be  otherwise 
ordered  by  our  said  Court  of  Exchequer,  and  this  you  are  not 
to  omit  under  the  penalty  of  five  hundred  pounds,  which,  if 
you  neglect  thb  our  command,  we  shall  cause  to  be  levied  to 
our  use  out  of  your  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements. 
Witness,  &c« 

By  order  of  court  made  the  same  day,  and  by  the  Barons. 

Eliot. 


'  (a)  Injunction  to  quit  Possession  before  Hearing. 

Geobox,  &c.  To  the  Sheriff  of  the  county  of  greeting: 
Whereas  «/•  S.  hath  exhibited  his  bill  before  the  Chancellor  and 
Barons  of  our  Court  of  Exchequer  at  Westminster  against 
A,  B«,  praying  to  be  relieved  as  to  the  several  matters  therein 
menitioned,  and  particularly  touching,  &c.  (here  state  the  prayer 
.4^ the  bill  as  the  ground  of, the  iryunction) :  We  therefore  com- 
mand and  strictly  enjoin  you,  that  immediately  after  your 
receipt  of  this  our  writ  you  omit  not,  by  reason  of  any  liberty, 
,but  enter  the  same,  and  go  to  the  said  messuages,  tenements, 
and  lands,  and  forthwith  remove,  or  cause  to  be  removed  the 
said  A.  B.  his  tenants  or  assigns  from  the  possession  thereof, 
and  every  part  thereof;  and  put,  or  cause  to  be  put  the  said 

t, 

J.  S*9  or  those  he  shall  appoint,  into  the  possession  thereof^ 
and,  of  every  part  thereof.    Witness,  &c. 
,  By  order  of  court  made  the  same  day,  and  by  the  Barons. 

Eliot. 

(a)  1  Fowl  Ex.  Fr.  248. 
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(ja)  Perpetual  Injumtion. 

George,  &c.  To  John  Greewwoodj  and  to  all  and  singular 
your  doctors  in  the  civil  law,  procurators,  advocates,  coun- 
sellors, attomies,  solicitors,  and  agents,  greeting:  Whereas 
you  the  said  /.  G.  did,  in  Michaelmas  term,  in  the  twelfth 
year  of  our  reign,  exhibit  a  bill  of  complaint  before  the  Chan- 
cellor and  Barons  of  coir  Court  of  Exchequer,  at  Westminster, 
against  George  Stinton,  doctor  in  divinity,  M,  5.,  C.  D.,  and 
E.  F.9  thereby  setting  forth  the  following  agreement : — 
^^  Eighteenth  July,  one  thousand  seven  hundred  and  seventy- 
one.  An  agreement  then  made  between  the  Rev.  George 
Stintonf  doctor  in  divinity,  rector  of  Newington,  with  its 
appurtenances,  concerning  the  rent  of  the  tithes  thereof,  with 
the  several  persons  whose  names  are  hereto  set,^  {thenJblUnoed 
the  agreement  with  each  person  to  the  end  of  it):  And  whereas 
by  a  decree  made  by  the  barons  of  our  said  court,  on  the 
fourteenth  day  of  November  last,  in  the  said  cause,  and  also  in 
a  cause  between  Francis  Jacob,  and  J.  L.,  W.  K.,  and  W.  B.^ 
plaintiffs^  and  you  the  said  J.  G.  and  others^  defendants,-  it  is 
(amongst  other  things)  ordered  and  decreed,  that  an  injunction 
should  be  awarded  to  restrain  youj  the  said  /.  G.,  from  com- 
mencing any  action  at  law,  or  otherwise  prosecuting  or  suing 
the  said  occupiers,  or  any  of  them,  for  tithes  in  kind  under  ^e 
said  agi*eement:  We  do  therefore  in  execution  of  the  said 
decree^  hereby  firmly  enjoin  and  command  you,  and  every  6{ 
you,  that  from  and  immediately  after  your  receipt  of  thisr  our 
writ  or  notice  thereof  by  you  or  any  of  you  had,  you  or  any  of 
you  do  not  institute  any  suit,  or  begin  or  prosecute  any  citatioci^ 
libel^  or  other  process  or  sentence  thereupon,  in  any  of  our 
ecclesiastical  courts,  or  any  action,  bill,  plaint,  or  execution^ 
at  common  law,  against  the  said  occupiers  or  any  of  theni^ 
touching  or  concerning  the  payment  of  tithes  under  the  afore- 
said agreement;  and  hereof  you  are  not  to  fail,  under  the 

(a)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pa.  259. 
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penalty  of  five  hundred  pounds,  which,  if  you  neglect  to  obey 
this  our  command)  we  shall  cause  to  be  levied  to  our  use  out 
of  your  goods  and  chattels,  lands  and  tenements.  Witness, 
Sir  J*  S,  Knt.  at  Westminster^  the  fourteenth  day  of  December, 
in  the  sixteenth  year  of  our  reign. 

By  the  said  decree,  and  by  the  Barons. 


(a)  Perpetual  Injunction  on  a  Bill  taken  pro  confesso. 

George,  &c.  To  C.  D.  and  to  all  and  singular  your 
counsellors,  attornies,  and  solicitors  greeting;  Whereas  A.B. 
hath  lately  exhibited  his  bill  of  complaint  before  the  Chan- 
cellor  and  Barons  of  our  Exchequer,  at  Westminster^  against 
you  the  said  C.  D.  defendant  for  relief  (amongst  other  things) 
touching  an  action  at  law  lately  commenced  by  you  the  said 
C.  Z).  against  him  the  said  A.  B.  as  executor  of  one  E.  F.  for 
the  matters  in  the  said  bill  mentioned :  And  whereas  you  the 
said  C  D.  have  not  yet  answered  the  said  bill,  but  are  in  con- 
tempt for  not  so  doing,  and  all  our  processes  of  contempt  have 
issued  against  you  for  want  of  your  said  answer :  And  whereas 
by  a  decretal  order  made  by  the  Barons  of  our  said  court,  on 
the  day  of  reciting  that  a  commission  of 

sequestration  had  issued  for  seizing  and  sequestering  your  real 
and  personal  estates  for  your  said  contempt,  and  had  been 
returned  into  our  said  court,  and  that  an  order  had  been  made 
for  the  said  cause  to  be  put  in  the  paper  of  causes,  to  be  heard 
upon  the  said  ^sequestration  so  returned:  It  was  thereupon 
ordered  and  decreed  by  our  said  cantt,  amongst  other  things^ 
that  the  bill  of  complaint  of  the  said  complainant  should  be 
taken  and  deemed  as  confessed  by  you  the  said  defendant;  and 
that  an  injunction  should  issue,  under  the  seal  of  our  said 
court,  to  restrain  you,  the  said  defendant,  from  proceeding  any 
further  against  the  said  A,  B.  in  the  said  action  at  law,  touching 

(a)  1  Fowl.  Ex.  Pr.  254. 
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the  matters  in  the  said  bill  mentioned:  We  do  therefore,  in 
execution  of  the  said  decretal  order,  hereby  firmly  enjoin  and 
command  you  and  every  of  you,  that  from  and  immediately 
after  your  receipt  of  this  our  writ,  or  notice  thereof,  by  you 
or  any  of  you  had,  you  or  any  of  you,  do  not  prosecute  the  said 
A.  B.  any  further  in  the  said  action  at  law,  touching  all  or  any 
of  the  matters  in  the  said  bill  of  complaint  mentioned ;  but  that 
you,  and  every  of  you,  do  from  henceforth  entirely  surcease  and 
desist  from  any  further  proceeding  against  the  said  A.  B,  in 
the  said  action  at  law,  from  entering  up  judgment,  or  suing 
out  or  levying  any  execution  thereupon,  and  this  you  shall  in 
no  wise  omit,  &c.  Witness,  &c. 
By  the  said  decretal  order,  and  by  the  Barons. 

Eliot, 
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Bill  of  Costs  Jbr  a  Plaintiff  in  an  Iiytmction  Cause. 

[From  Turner*!  Chancery  Practice,  Vol.  I.  p.  354.] 

In  Chancery. 
Mr.  Rose  Beckford. 

Yourself  against  Joseph  Darton. 

Easter  Term,  1815. 

Takimo  instructions  for  bill  -  '    - 

Drawing  warrant  to  prosecute,  and  fiUing  up  same 

on  stamp  .  •  .  - 

Drawing  bill,  and  &ir  copy,  fol.  60  (a) 
Fee  to  Mr.  H.  to  settle  and  sign  same,  and  clerk 
Attending  him  .... 

Elngrossing  bill  .... 

Paid  for  parchment  and  duty 
Paid  filing  same  .  -  -  - 

Paid  for  subpcena         .... 
Service  thereof  (i)        - 
The  defendant  havmg  appeared,  but  not  having 

put  in  his  answer,  nor  obtained  any  order  for 

time^  paid  for  an  attachment  -  *        0  12    2 

Instructions  for  counsel  to  move  for  an  injunction 

to  stay  proceedings  at  law 
Fee  to  Mr.  H.  to  move    -        - 
Attending  him  therewith,  and  attending  Register  to 

draw  up  and  enter  order 
Paid  for  order,  duty,  entry,  and  service 
Paid  for  writ  of  injunction         .  .  - 

Copies,  and  service  thereof  on  the  defendant  and 

his  solicitor  -  -  -  -        0     8     0 

(a)  The  fair  copy  is  included  in  the  one  shilling  per  folio  allowed  for  drawing. — Ed. 

(b)  Personal  service  in  town  five  shillings,  in  the  country  ten  shillings.  If  only  one 
defendant,  personal  service  is  not  allowed* — Ed, 
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£. 


d. 


Drawing  nodce  of  motion)  that  the  injunction  might 

extend  to  stay  trial,  copy  and  service 
Attending  you,  taking  instruction  for  affidavit  in 

support  of  the  motion        - 
Drawing  the  same  and  fair  copy,  fol.  16 
Attending  you,  reading  over  and  settling  the  same 
Engrossing  same,  and  paid  for  paper  and  duty 
Paid  oath  -  -  - 

Paid  filing  same,  and  for  office  copy 
Abbreviating  bill  and  affidavit,  fol.  75 
Making  copy  thereof  for  counsel,  five  brief  sheets 
Gave  Mr.  H.  therewith  and  clerk    .        .        . 
Attending  him 
Drawing  affidavit  of  the  service  of  notice  of  motion, 

engrossing,  duty,  and  oath  -  - 

Paid  filing,  and  for  an  office  copy  of  same 
Attending  court  on  motion  (a),  when  the  injunction 

wasgranted  .... 

Paid  for  writ  of  injunction         -  -  . 

Copies,  and  service  thereof  on  the  defendant  and 

his  solicitor  -  -  .  . 

Term  fee^  clerk  and  solicitor 
Letters  and  messengers         -     - 

Trinity  Term,  1815. 

Paid  for  office  copy,  answer,  fol.  54       - 
Making  close  copy  thereof  (J) 
Abbreviating  same        -  .  -  - 

Making  a  copy  thereof  for  counsel,  five  sheets 
Fee  to  Mr.  H.  with  brie^  to  show  cause  against 

dissolving  injunction,  and  clerk 
Attending  him  -  .  -  - 


0    4     0 
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(a)  An  attendance  is  always  allowed  where  an  affidavit,  or  any  deed,  &c  is  to  be 
read  in  court;  and»  by  the  late  orders,  an  attendance  is  allowed  on  special  motions, 
thirteen  shillings  and  fourpence  each  day. — Ed, 

(6)  Not  allowed  in  town  causes. — £(/• 
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£.    u  i. 
Attenduig  court  otx  motion,  when  the  injimctron 

was  ordered  to  be  dissolved  (a)      -            •        0  IS  4 

Term  fee,  clerk,  and  solicitor                -            -        0  16  ^ 

Letters  and  messengers             -            •            -        0    5  0 

« 

Easter  Term,  1816. 

The  defendant  having  obtained  a  dismissal  of  the 
bill  for  want  of  prosecution,  paid  for  a  copy  of 
his  bill  of  costs,  fol.  12       .  «  - 

Attending  taxing  the  same,  clerk  in  court  and 
solicitor  .... 

Term  fee^  derk  and  solicitor 

Letters  and  messengers  ... 


0    6  0 

0  IS  4 

0  16  S 

0    5  0 


{^y  N,  B*  If  the  plaintifl^  on  the  injimedon  being  diflsolved,  ahould  proceed  no 
further  in  the  suit  in  equity,  the  defendant  may>  on  the  expiration  of  three  ftenn^ 
move  to  ^smias  the  bill  for  want  of  prosecution.— '7\«m€r, 
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Bill  of  Costs  for  the  Defendant  in  the  same  Cause. 

In  Chancery. 
Between  Rosi  Beceitobd     -  -  -        Plaintiff, 

and 
JossFH  Dabton     -  •  •        Defendant. 


BiU  of  Costs  of  the  Defendant. 
Easter  Term,  1815. 

Qwge.  TaxOtC 

Attending  and  taking  instructions 

to  appear       -  -  -  0    6    8 

Drawing  warrant  to  defend,  and  stamp  0    7    6 

Paid  entering  appearance  -  0    6    8 

taid  for  office  copy  bill,  fol.  60  8  10    0 

Close  copy  thereof  (a)        -  -  100        lOO 

Attending,    taking    instructions    for 

answer  -  -  -  0  13    4 

Drawing  same,  and  fair  copy,  fol.  54  2  14    0 

Fair  copy  thereof  for  counsel  (i)  0    9    0        0    9    0 
Fee  to  Mr.  B.  to  settle  and  sign  same, 

and  clerk       -  -  -  246        026 

Attending  him      -  -  -  0    6     8 

Term  fee,  derk  m  court,  and  solicitor  0  16    8 

Letters  and  messengers      -  -  060        010 

Trinity  Term,  1815. 

Attending,   defendant  reading  over 

answer  as  settled  by  counsel  0  IS    4 

(a)  Not  allowed  in  a  town  cause. 

(6)  Fair  copies  are  included  in  the  \i.  per  folio  drawing,  but  never  allowed  where 
counsel  drew  the  pleadings,  and  in  strictness  in  no  other  «ause  bot  country  causes, 

cc2 
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Chaige.  TazOC 

£',    #•     J.        JL     t,     dm 

Engrossing  answer  -    •        -        17    0 

Paid  for  parchment  and  duty,  two 

skins  -  -  -18     0        0    9    0 

Attending  the  defendant  reading  over 

the  engrossment         -  -        0  IS    4 

Attending  him  to  the  public  o£Sce  to 

get  him  sworn  thereto  -        0    6    8 

Paid  oath  -  -  -        0     1     0 

Paid  filing  answer  -  -034 

Instructions  for  counsel  to  move  for 
order  to  dissolve  injunction,  un- 
less cause       -  -  -        0    2    6 

Fee  to  him  to  move  r  -        0  10    6 

Attending  him  therewith,  and  attend- 
ing register  to  draw  up  «nd  enter 
order  -  -  -        0    6     8 

Paid    for   order,   entry,    copy,   and 

service  -  -  «090        006 

Drawing  and  engrossing  affidavit  of 

the  service  thereof,  duty  and  oath    0    7    7 

Paid  filing  same,  and  for 'office  copy      0    6     1 

Abbreviating  bill  and  answer,  fol.  60, 

54—114        -  -  -        1  18    0 

Two  fair  copies  thereof  for  counsel, 

ten  sheets  each  -  -        3     6    8 

Two  copies  of  the  order  nisi  annexed     0     10 

Fee  to  Mr.  Solicitor-General  and 
clerk,  with  brief  to  move  to  dis- 
solve injunction,  the  plaintiff 
showing  cause  against  the  same 
on  the  merits  -  -        5     7    6 

Attending  him       -  -  -        0    6     8 

Fee  to  Mr.  R.  and  clerk,  with  brief       3     5     6        0     2     6 

Attending  him      -  -  -        0     6     8 

Attending  court,  when  the  injunction 

was  ordered  to  be  dissolved  0  13    4 
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Charge.  Tax  0£ 

£»    u      d,         gf.      Sm     d, 

Pdd    for   order,   entry,    copy,  and 

service  -  -  -  0     9    0 

Term  fee,  clerk,  and  solicitor  -  0  16    8 

Letters  and  messengers      -  -  060        010 

Easter  Term,  1816. 

Paid  for  Six  Clerks'  certificate  of  the 

state  of  the  pleadings  -        0     3     4 

Instructions  fer  counsel  to  move  to 
dismiss  bill  for  want  of  prose- 
cution -  -  -026 

Fee  to  him  to  move  -  -        0  10    6 

Attending  him^  and  register,  to  draw 

up,  and  enter  order  -        0    6    8 

Paid  for   order,   entry,    copy,    and 

service  -  -  -        090         010 

Drawing  Ull  of  costs,  and  copy,  fol.  1 2    0     8     0 

Warrant  on  leaving  the  same,  copy 
and  service    -  -  - 

Warrant  to  tax,  copy,  and  service 

Attending  taxing,  derk  in  court  (a), 
and  solicit(Nr 

Pdd  for  report,  &c. 

Paid  filing  "lame,  and  for  ofiice  copy      0    5  10 

Attending  the  master  for  report,  and 

attending  filing  -  -        0    6    8 

Subpoena  for  costs,  and  personal  ser- 
vice in  town  (conditional)       -        0  13    0 

Term  fe^  derk^  and  solicitor        -        0  16    8 

Letters  and  messengers     -  -        0    5    0, 

(a)  The  clerk  in  court  did  not  attend;  and  the  attendance  of  his  writing  clerk,  or 
agent,  from  the  Six  Clerks*  office^  bdng  objected  to,  Sir  W.  Pepys,  the  master,  disal- 
lowed the  attendance  of  the  clerk  in  court,  and  the  same  was  taken  offi — Ed, 
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Wide  Proceedings  in  other  courts. 
ECCLESIASTICAL  PERSONS, 

Restrained  from  waste  •  •  .  .  201 

Application  of  estovers  by       .  •  .  .14*8 

EJECTMENTS, 

Injunctions  to  restrain        ......  356 

Practice  at  law  to  restrain  a  second  till  payment  of  the 
costs  of  first         •        •        •        •        •        •        .  ib.  a» 

ELECTION, 

Injunction  after  plaintiff  has  elected  to  proceed  in 
equity  .  .  .  .....    34 
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ENGRAVINGS, 

Copyright  in         • ^5, 266 

ENROLMENT. 

Vide  PaientS'^Specification. 

EQUITABLE  WASTE 177 

ESTATE,  SALE  OF, 

Injunction  to  stay         •  •         .  -  •         •  •  291 

EXCEPTIONS 

Shown  as  cause  •       .    •  •  .  .99 

EXCHEQUER, 

Practice  of 

As  to  service  on  attorney  at  law        .         .         .54* 
Entering  appearance  •  .  .58 

Time  for  answering       .        •  .  .59 

Effect  of  common  injunction  .  .    68 

Permitting  plaintiff  at  law  to  proceed  not- 
withstanding injunction  •  ...  76- 
Commissions  to  examine  Mritnesses  .  •  86 
Exceptions  •  .  .  •  102 
Amendment  after  exceptions  allowed  •  •  105 
Previous  order            ....  107 

Abatement 130 

Injunctions  to  stay  proceedings  in      •        •         .139 
EXECUTOR, 

Injunction  to  restrain  getting  in  assets        .        •        •  299 
EXECUTORY  DEVISE, 

Injunction  granted  where         •         •         •        •        .  170 
EXPECTANT  HEIR  .  .  .  .  .14. 

EX  PARTE  INJUNCTIONS  .  .  .    320.322 

FAMILY  ARRANGEMENTS         .  .  ,  .12 

FARMING, 

Fixtures  set  up  for       •  •  •  .  .152 

FATHER 

Restrained  from  management  of  children  «  .  297 

FERRY. 

Vide  Nuisance. 
FINE, 

Injunction  against  issue  in  tail  to  restrain  reversal  of  358.  n. 

D  D 
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Bill  to.  settle  general  fine  by  copyholden  •        •  360 

Vide  King's  Fine, 
FIRE, 

Accident  by     •  ...  ...  .5 

FIXTURES, 

Removal  of      .        .         .        •  •         .        .        •  131 

Set  up  in  relation  of  trade  .  .  •  •  152 

For  fanning  ...  •  .  •    ib. 

FORECLOSURE. 

Vide  Mortgagee, 
FORCIBLE  ENTRY, 

Doctrine  on  the  statutes  of  .  .  •  323.  333 

Injunction  to  restrain  praying  restitution  on  indict- 
ment upon        ......  42.  n. 

FOREIGN  COURTS, 

Injunctions  to  stay  proceedings  in  .  .        •  143 

Injunction  after  judgment  in    .  .  •  •  354 

FORFEITURE, 

Relief  against        •         .        .         .         .         .        .    21 

FRAUD, 

General  doctrine  on        .•      .         .         .         .        .11 

On  acts  of  parliament,  &c.  .  .  .  •    16 

GAMING  TRANSACTIONS  .  .  .  .17 

GARDENS, 

Waste  in  •  ....  .  148 

GENERAL  RELIEF, 

Prayer  for  .         .  .  .  ...    48 

GLASS-HOUSE. 

Vide  Nuisanee. 
GUARDIAN  AND  WARD, 

General  doctrine  respecting  »  •  •  .13 

Injunction  to  restrain  intercourse  with  ward        .        .  297 
GUARDIAN  IN  CHIVALRY, 

Punishable  for  waste  at  common  law        •         .         .  145 

HARBOURS. 

Vide  Nuisance, 
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HIGHWAY. 

Vide  Purpresture — Nuisance. 
HOUSES. 

Waste  in 
HOUSE  OF  LORDS, 

Copyright  in  trials  before 


.  150 


.  271 


18 


175, 176 

.  61 
.  96 

.  253 

.  42 

.  298 

209,  210 
.  177 


ILLEGAL  INSURANCE     .... 
IMPEACHMENT  OF  WASTE, 

Effect  of  the  words 

IMPERTINENCE, 

Reference  of  bill  for  .        . 

Of  answer    ... 
IMPROVED  MANUFACTURE, 

Patent  for  ...  . 

INDICTMENT, 

No  injunction  to  restrain  proceedings  upon 
INDUCTION 

Restrained  by  injunction 
INFANT, 

.  Application  of  timber  on  estate  of 

In  ventre  sa  mere,  injunction  on  behalf  of 
'  INFORMATION  AT  LAW, 

No  jurisdiction  in  equity  to  grant  injunction  to  stay 

proceeding  upon       .  .  .  .42 

Vide  Nuisance* 
INFORMATION  IN  EQUITY. 

Vide  Attorney  General. 
INJUNCTION. 

See.  thfe  following  heads.  Copyright — Interpleader — 
Nuisance — Proceedings  at  LaU) — Proceedings  in  other 
Courts — Patents — Perpetual  Injunctions — Possession 
— Purpresture  —  Special  Injunctions  —  Setting  up 
Terms — Waste. 
INNKEEPER, 

Action  against  restrained  .  ...    358.  n. 

INTERPLEADER, 

Definition  of        .  .  .  .  '.  335,  336 

D  D  2 
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INTERPLEADER— (  ConHnued). 

Incorrectness  of  Lord  C.  B.  Gilbert's  comparison  of 

with  the  doctrine  of  Intervention  in  the  civil  law   336.  n. 
By  whom  brought  .  .  .  ib.  337 

Principle  of  interpleading  bill         .        .  •        •    ib. 

Case  of  the  Duke  of  Bolton  v.  Williams        .      .    ib. 
Angell  V.  Hadden        .  •  .         .  338 

Langston  o.  Boylston  .  .  •    ib. 

Where  injunction  refused^^the  plaintiff  having 
a  good  defence  at  law,  and  there  not  being 
parties  to  interplead  .         •  .        339.  n. 

Whether  captain  may  file  a  bill  of  interpleader  where 
one  party  claims  under,  and  the  other  paramount  to 
the  bill  of  lading    ....  ib.  340 

Tenant     - 

Cannot  compel  his  landlord  and  a  stranger  to 

interplead  .  .  .  •         •        .    ib. 

May  file  a  bill  where  the  rent  is  claimed  by  per- 
sons in  privity  of  tenure  and  contract       •        .  341 
Mortgagor  and  mortgagee        •         .  *        .    ib. 

Trustee  and  cestuy  que  trust  .  •  •    ib. 

I^me  covert  and  husband  where  tenant  has  notice 

of  settlement  to  her  separate  use      •        •        .    ib. 
Landlord  and  trustees  of  annuities  subsequent  to 

the  lease        •         .        .        .        .    r    .        .  342 
Lessee  of  tithes  against  vicar  and  assignee  under 

insolvent  act ib. 

No  objection  to  interpleader  that  the  demand 
of  one  of  the  defendants  is  legal,  the  other 
equitable         .  .  .  .  .         .    ib. 

Person  cannot  maintain  a  bill  who  states  himself 
to  be  a  wrong  doer  .  .  .        .    ib. 

Sheriff  improperly  levying  goods  .        .        .    ib. 

Nor  if  plaintiff  has  granted  possession  of  the  goods  343 
Benefit  of  interpleader  cannot  be  obtained  on 
motion  without  bill        »  .  .  .    ib. 

Affidavit 

That  there  is  no  collusion        .  .         .         .    ib. 

Plaintiff  need  not  swear  that  bill  was  at  his 
own  expense  .  .        .    ib. 
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Or  without  the  knowledge  of  either  of  the 

defendants    •         •         .         •        •        •  34S 
Court  will  not  determine  this  affidavit  to  be 

false  on  counter  affidavit        .         •  .    ib. 

Proceedings  where  collusion  suspected      ib.  344 
Injunction, 

How  obtained  •  •  •  •  .  344 

Question  whether  hke  common  injunction,  or 

obtained  on  affidavit  as  in  waste        •        .    ib. 
Cases  where  obtained  on  affidavit         •        •    ib. 
Where  obtained  though  one  of  the  defend- 
ants had  put  in  demurrer  .  .  345 
Observations  of  Lord  Rosslyn  that  interplead* 
ing  bill  was  on  the  footing  of  bill  for  in- 
junction to  stay  waste        .            .  •    ib* 
Whether  plaintiff  can  obtain  injunction  without 
bringing  the  money  into  court             .             •    ib. 
Lord  Thurlow's  observation  that  he  cannot  .    ib. 
Cases  where  it  had  been  obtained  without    .  34^6 
Lord  Hardwicke's  observation  that  it  was  not 

necessary  •  •  •    ib. 

Practice  in  Exchequer     •        .  •        .    ib. 

Prosbcution  of  Suit, 

Plaintiff  must  sue  out  subpoena  to  rejoin      .        .    ib. 
Not  entitled  to  his  costs  unless  he  sets  down 
the  cause  for  hearing  .  •  •    ib. 

Hearing, 

Proceedings  at  ./  .  .        .    346, 347 

Action,  issue  or  case  .         .         •        .    ib. 

Decree  and  perpetual  injunction       •  «    ib. 

Though  one  of  the  defendants  made 

default  at  the  hearing      .         •         •    ib* 
Though  one  of  the  defendants  had  not 

appeared    •  .  .         .        .    ib. 

Though  one  of  the  defendants  out  of 
the  ji^risdiction  .  •  .    ib. 

Costs, 

Plaintiff  has  a  lien  on  the  fund  .  •         ^  348 
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If  no  fund  given  against  the  party  who  occasioned 

the  suit  .  .  ,  .  .  348 

Plaintiff  must  set  down  the  cause  for  hearing  to 

entitle  himself  to  .  ...  346 

As  between  defendants        .         •  .        348^  349 

Form  of  order  in  this  case        •         .  •    ib. 

Revivor 349 

After  cause  heard  and  trial  at  law,  no  revivor  if 
plaintiff  dies  .         .        .        .    ib. 

INTERVENTION, 

Doctrine  of  in  the  civil  law  .  336.  n. 

IRREPARABLE  MISCHIEF 195 

Vide  JFaste. 

JOINTRESS, 

Injunction  against        ......  194 

JOINT  TENANTS, 

Injunction  between  .  .  171 
JUDICIAL  WRIT 363 

KING'S  HNE, 

Injunction  for  non-pajrment  of  .  358.  n. 

LABEL, 

Injunction  to  restrain  tradesman  using  another's  313,  314 
LACHES, 

Injunction  refused  where         .  .        .  156,  157. 287. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT.— Vide    C&oenant — Inter- 
pleaders-Setting up  Terms — Waste. 
LENGTH  OF  TIME.— Vide  Mines— Lackes^Nuisance. 
LETTERS, 

Copyright  in        .  .  .  .         .  276 

LETTER  MISSIVE  .  .  .  .  .49 

LIBEL, 

No  copyright  m  .  .  .  •  283.  289 

No  injunction  to  restrain  publication  of      .        •        .315 
LIGHTS— Vide  2Vuwa«ce. 
LIMEKILN.— Vide  Nuisance. 


INDEX    OF  PRINCIPAL   MATTERS.  407 

•  p0ge 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES  .  .  .  .22 

LITERARY  PROPERTY.— Vide  Copynght. 
LORD  OF  MANOR, 

When  an  estate  sufficient  to  support  contingent  re- 
mainders ...  •  ....  169 
In  what  case  might  maintain  bill  to  stay  waste  ib.  196>  197 
'    Restrained  from  digging  or  cutting  timber        .  .  1^ 
Vide  Fine — Perpetual  Injunctions-^Waste. 

LOST  BOND  . 4 

LUNATIC, 

Application  of  timber  on  estate  of      .        .        .  209,  210 
Tenants  of  restrained  from  committing  waste  on  pe- 
tition ......  321 

MANDAMUS, 

No  injunction  to  restraining  proceedings  on  .    42 

MANUSCRIPTS, 

Copjnright  in    •  .  •  .  .  .  275 

MANUFACTURE, 

Construction  of  the  word  in  patents  •  .        .  245 

MAPS,  ' 

Copyright  in         .  •  .  .  .  266. 282 

.MARITAL  RIGHT,     , 

Fraud  upon  .  .  .  .  •        .     15 

MARK, 

.    No  injunction  to  restrain  tradesman's  using  another  s    314 
MARKET.— Vide  Nuisance. 
MARRIAGE, 

Fraud  on  .         .  .  •  .  .  .         :.  .  .15 

Brocage  •  •  .  .  .18 

MARSHALLING  SECURITIES  .  .        .        .38 

MASTER'S  REPORT, 

Effect  of  .  .  •  .  .  .97 

MAYOR'S  COURT, 

Injunctions  to  stay  proceedings,  in      ...        .        •  141 
MERITS, 

Showing  cause  on .         ..  «         .        .        .        •  106 

METHOD, 

Construction  of  the  word  in  patents        .  .  .  245 
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MINES, 

Waste  in  .  ,  .  ...  154? 

Grant  of  when  presumed         ....  157 

Vide  Prerogative — Waste. 
MISTAKE 6 

IN  LAW .8 

IN  PLEADING         .  .         .  .        .    10 

MODEL, 

Not  necessary  in  specification  .  .  •  261 

Copyright  in        .  .  •  .        •  268 

MODUS, 

Injunction  to  Spiritual  Court  in  cases  of     •        .        .138 

MONOPOLIES,— Vide  Patents. 

MORTGAGEE, 

Permitted  to  sue  both  at  law  and  in  equity  .  .  36 
Not  restrained  from  suing  on  bond  after  foreclosure  37 
Restrained  from  waste  •  .  •  .  165 

'  presenting  to  living        .  •        .  299 

In  what  cases  receiver  appointed  against    .        .        •  305 

MORTGAGOR, 

General  doctrine  as  to  .  •  .14? 

Restrained  from  committing  waste  •  166 

May  cut  underwood  .  .  •  .        .    ib. 

MOTION, 

Act  not  directed  to  be  done  upon         •  '•  •  330 

Setting  up  terms  not  restrained  upon      •        .  •  352 

Vide  the  heads  referred  to  title.  Injunction. 

MUSICAL  COMPOSITION,- 

Copyright  in        •  •  •  .  .        .  274* 

MUSTARD. 

Injunction  to  restrain  sowing 200 

NON-PAYMENT  OF  RENT, 

Forfeiture  for  relieved  against  •         .         •        .23 

NOTES.— Vide  Copyright. 

NUISANCE, 

Jurisdiction  in  equity         • 222 

Public  •  .  .  •  •  .  224? 

Ancient  precedent  in  Exchequer         .        .        .  225 
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Injunction  granted  on  petition         •  •        •  225 

Noxious  trade      •  .  •  .  •  226 

Only  granted  to  restrain  such  as  are  bo  at  law     .    ib. 
Not  to  restrain  building  a  house  for  the  small  pox  ib. 

burning  bricks     .        .        •        .    ib. 

Nuisances  at  law  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Noxious  trades  .  •  .        •  227 

Length  of  time  will  not  legalise  a  nuisance       ib. 
To  Highways, 

By  powder  mills  .  •  .  .    ib/ 

By  ditches  .  ...  .  .  228 

Boughs  or  trees  .  .  .        .        .    ib. 

Stage  coaches  •  .  •  •        •    ib. 

To  Rivers      •  .  .  .  .    ib. 

To  Harbours  *•...*.    ib. 

Enumerated  by  Lord  Hale  •  .  .  ib.  229 

Commissioners  of  Sewers         .  .  •  •    ib. 

Authority  of  •  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Subject  to  the  King's  Bench •    ib. 

To  courts  of  equity  .  •  .  .    ib. 

Case  where  court  refused  to  interpose  against 

them  by  injunction  •  ...  230 

Information  not  absolutely  necessary  in  case  of 

public  nuisance  .  .  •  .    ib. 

Cases  where  relief  obtained  on  bill  .  •  231 

Private  Nuisances      •  •  .     .      .        .    ib. 

Early  precedents  to  restrain  darkening  windows  .    ib. 

Foundation  of  the  jurisdiction  .  .        .  232 

Determinations  at  law      .  •  .  •    ib. 

Presumption  of  ^prant  after  twenty  years       «    ib. 

Parol  licence  cimnot  be  recalled         • ,         .    ib. 

If  ancient  window  increased,  new  part  may 

be  obstructed        .....  233 
If  it  has  been  shut  up  twenty  years  it  loses 

its  privilege  .  .  .  .    ib. 

If  building  is  altered,'  it  is  only  entitled  to  the 
same  light  it  had  before         .  .        -    ib. 

Various  other  nuisances       .        .  .  .    ib. 
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Ferry  or  market  .  .  •  ...  23S 

Injunction  to  restrain  nuisance  to         .        .    ib. 

Where  granted  .  •  .  234 

Where  refused  •  .        .        .    ib. 

Whether  injunction  will  be  granted  without  trial         .    ib. 

Has  been  said  that  tliis  is  nev^r  done        •  .    ib. 

Cases  in  which  injunction  without  trial        .        .  235 

Not  where  it  is  a  question  of  fact,  whether  the 

matter  complained  of  is  or  is  not  a  nuisance         ib. 

Where  it  is  in  itself  a  nuisance  injunction  without 

trial  .  •  .  .  •        •    ib. 

In  what  cases  injunction  granted  till  trial  •        .  236 

Court  unwilling  to  do  so  in  cases  of  manufacture, 

or  where  laches  ,  •  .  .    ib. 

Injunctions  to  restrain  actions  at  law  for 

nuisances,  where  party  connived  at  the 

erection  of  it  •  •  .  .  237 

In  a  plain  case  of  nuisance  court  will  grant  it  ib. 

Speedy  trial  directed       .  .  •  .        .    ib. 

Motion  to  re-erect  a  nuisance  refused     .  .  .    ib. 

No  objection  to  granting  an  injunction  that  the  plaintiff 

has  also  commenced  an  action  at  law      .        .        .  338 

Vide  Purprefture. 

NURSERYMEN, 

Whether  entitled  to  remove  trees  at  the  end  of  their 

term  ...•••  153 

ORCHARDS, 

Waste  in            .....  •  148 

ORDER, 

Form  of  in  special  injunctions              .  .            •  325 

For  time          .           .           .           *  .           .61 

Nisi         .            .            .            •            •  .        •    95 

On  motion  to  dissolve  in  special  injunctions  ^  329 

ORNAMENT, 

Fixtures  set  up  for           .            .           •  •         .153 

Trees  planted  for            .    *        .            .  .         .  180 

PARENTAL  INFLUENCE  .  .    12 
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PARKS, 

Waste  in  .  .  14?8 

PARTICEPS  CRIMINIS  .19 

PARTNER, 

Injunction  to  restrain  from  intermeddling         .  .  306 

■  dissolving  partnership  307 

PARTNERSHIP, 

Fraudulent  dissolution  of         .  .  .  .16 

PARTY, 

Where  injunction  granted  against  person  not  a  party 

47.  320 
PATENTS        .  .  .  .  .        .  239 

Ancient  abuse  of  the  prerogative         .        .        .        .    ib. 

Statute  of  James       .  .  .  .        .    ib.  240 

Specification  not  required  by  the  act  .  .  24*1 

Practice  requiring  commenced  in  Queen  Anne's 
time  .  .  .  .  .        .     ib. 

Time  for  enrolment  of      .  .  .  .    ib. 

In  what  cases  extended  .  .        .    ib. 

Cannot  be  dispensed  with         .  ...  24*2 

What  may  be  the  subject  of  a  patent        .  .         .    ib. 

Present  construction  more  liberal        .        .        *    ib. 

Only  word  used  in  the  statute,  manufacture         .  24*3 

Exposition  of  it  .  .        .    ib. 

As  to  the  words  method  and  principle  ib.  245, 246, 

247 
Must  be  a  neto  manufacture         .  .  .    ib. 

Previous  sale,  though  bv  the  inventor  only, 

renders  the  patent  void      .  .  .    ib« 

Secusy  if  merely  known  and  not  used    .        .    ib. 

Nor  if  known  abroad  .  .  .    ib. 

May  be  for  a  compound  article  .  .  .  248 

Or  for  an  addition        .  .  .  .    ib. 

Patent  must  not  be  too  extensive  .  .  .  249 

Specification  .  .  .  .  .  .  ib. 

What  description  required  in  .  .        .    ib. 

Language  of  the  patent  explained  by        .  .    ib. 

If  it  varies  from  the  patent  it  will  be  void       249,  250 
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A  term  may  be  used  in  a  different  sense  from  the 

ordinary  one,  if  agreable  to  the  custom  of  trade  251 
Specification  must  be  intelligible  to  persons  con- 
versant in  the  art  .  .  .  ^    ib. 
Void  if  concealment             .            .            .        .    ib. 

If  articles  unnecessarily  introduced  .  .    ib. 

If  the  most  beneficial  mode  of  making  the  patent 
is  not  pointed  out  ....  252 

If  specification  state  what  is  not  new         .  .  253 

As  to  the  specification  required  for  an  improved 
manufacture     .  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Distinction  must  be  shown  between  the  new 
and  the  old  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Reference  to  former  specification        .         .    ib. 
Recital  of  first  patent        ...  .    ib. 

Case  of  Harmer  v.  Plane  .  .        .  254* 

Model  not  necessary  .  .  .  260 

Practice  in  Equity  .  . '  .  .    ib. 

Where  there   has    been   possession,    injunction 

granted  before  trial  at  law  .  .    ib.  261 

Seciu,  where  the  patent  modem       .  .        .  261 

Demurrer  because  right  not  first  established  at 
law  overruled  ....  262.  n. 

Issue  or  action      .  -         .  .  .  .  262 

Account  kept  in  mean  time  .    ib. 

Proceedings  after  trial  at  law  .        .    .        .    ib. 

If  the  party  contesting  the  patent  has  been 

successful^  entitled  to  costs       ,        .        .    ib. 
If  patentee,  injunction  granted  or  revived    •    ib. 
No  revivor  till  result  of  the  application  for  a 
new  trial  is  known        .  .  ib.  268 

PATTERNS, 

Copyright  in    .  .  .  .  .  .  268 

PAYMENT  INTO  COURT, 

On  obtaining  common  injunction  .  .         .112 

In  interpleader  .  .  .  .  .^  345 

PEACE,  BILLS  OF.— Vide  Perpetual  Injunctions. 
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PEERAGE, 

Privilege  of     .  .  .  .  .  .    4f9 

PENALTIES, 

Relief  against      .  •  •  .        •    21 

PERFORMANCE  OF  ACT, 

Court  will  not  direct  it  on  motion  •  .  .  330 

PERMISSIVE  WASTE  .  .        ,    .  144. 160 

PERJURY, 

^  When  in  proceedings  in  equity,  examined  anciently  by 
the  court         .  .  ....  42, 43 

Injunctions  to  stay  actions  for    -  •  .  .    ib. 

PERPETUAL  INJUNCTION  .  .  .        •  352 

Revivor  of  not  necessary  .  .        •        .        •    ib. 

In  what  cases  decreed  .  •  .n   ib. 

After  decree  for  performance  of  trusts        •         .  353 
Upon  sentence  of  foreign  court  of  competent 
jurisdiction  .  •  •  .        •  354 

Whether  court  will  bind  inheritance  upon  one  verdict 
only  .  •  •  .  •  .    ib. 

Opinion  of  Lord  Northington  that  it  must  •     ib. 

Of  Lord  Clarendon  •  •  •        .  355 

Case  in  Viner  to  the  same  effect         .         .        •    ib. 
Where  all  the  witnesses  to  prove  testator's  insanity 
were  perjured   .  '         •  .  .  •    ib. 

Ejectments 

Injunctions  to  restrain  repeated  ejectments    256,  257 
Lord  EUesmere's  observations  respecting  them  256*  n. 
Practice  at  law  to  restrain  second  ejectment  till 
the  costs  of  the  first  are  paid       .        .        .    ib.  n. 
Bankrupt, 

Restrained  from  vexatiously  disputing  his  com- 
mission .     *       .  .  .  .  357 

Barretry, 

Actions  restrained  by  Lord  EUesmere  on  this 
ground  .  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Multiplicity  of  Suits, 

Bills  to  restrain  •  .  .  .  358 

In  what  cases        .  ,  .  ,  lib, 

■ 

Where  one  general  right      .        .        .    ib. 
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.  By  parjion  against  parishioners      .        •  359 
By  parishioners  to  establish  modus        .    ih. 
Landlord  against  tenants  .        .    ib. 

Tenants  against  landlord  .  .    ib. 

To  establish  toll  .       •  .        .        .    ib. 

Landlord  enclosing  under  the  statute  of 
Merton         .  .  .        .    ib.  360 

To  settle  a  general  fine         .        .        .    ib. 
In  what  not. 

Where  right  disputed  between  two  per« 
sons  only .  .  .  .        .    ib. 

By  one  copyholder  to  be  relieved  against 

a  fine  ...  *  361 

By  one  lord  of  manor  against  anothe^r        ib. 

Bill  for  settling  Boundaries         ,  .  .    ib. 

Confusion  of  not  sufficient  ground         •    ib. 
'   Must  be  some  equitable  circumstaiice 

superinduced  by  the  act  of  the  pities    ib. 
Quit  Rents, 

Bill  for  recovery  of  .  .  •  .  362 

Only  lies  where  legal  remedy  gone       .        .    ib. 
Where  lands  of  several  liable  to  one  rentcharge, 
injunction  to  restraia  party  distraining  on  one 
alone     ......  362 

PETITION, 

Where  injunction  granted  upon  ....  320 

PETTY  BAG, 

Proceedings  in  stayed  by  order        .  .         .        .  14fl 

PIGEON  HOUSE, 

Injunction  to  restrain  erection  of  .  .    22^,  225 

Whether  formerly  a  nuisance  •  .  .    ib.  n. 

PIRACY.-.Vide  Copyright. 
PLEA, 

Effect  of  .  .  .  ;  .  .    61 

POSSESSION, 

Injunctions  to  Quiet  before  rearing  ,  .  332 

Practice  in  Star  Chamber    .  .  «        .    ib. 

.  Ancient  practice  in  Chancery      .        .        .        .    ib* 
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POSSESSION— (Con^inM^^O- 

Object  of  the  motion        •  •  •  .  332 

Only  as  to  corporeal  hereditaments  •  •    ib* 

By  analogy  to  the  statutes  of  forcible  entry         .    ib. 

Granted  on  application  of  defendant        •  •    ib. 

Fallen  into  disuse,  in  England       ....  334* 

Last  determination  by  Lord  Hardwicke     .  •    ib. 

Common  in  Ireland  .  .  •        .    ib. 

Account  of  practice  there  .  •  .    ib. 

Last  determinations  in  House  of  Lords        .        .  335 

Effect  of  .  •  .  .  .    ib. 

Does  not  prevent  defendant  suing  at  law      •    ib. 

Making  a  lease  •  •  .  .    ib. 

Taking  a  distress  .  .  .        •    ib. 

Dissolved  if  plaintiff  delays  his  suit  •  •    ib. 

Injunctions  to  Yield  up,  quiet,  or  continue  •  363 

Called  the  judicial  writ         •  •  •        .    ib. 

Opinion  of  Lord  Hardwicke  that  they  originated 

in  James  I/s  time  erroneous  .        .     ib. 

Early  precedents  cited  .  .  .  364 

Used  in  aid  of  a  judgment  at  law        .  .    ib. 

How  obtained  •  .  -       >   .  .  365 

Service  of  writ  of  execution  of  decree 

and  demand  .  .  .         .    ib. 

Attachment  .  .        .    ib. 

Writ  of  injunction  .  .  .    ib. 

Affects  the  tenant  .        .        .    ib. 

How  obtained        .        .        •        .    ib. 

Writ  of  assistance  .  .  .    ib. 

Early  precedents  of      •        •        •    ib. 

POWDER  MILLS.— Vide  Nuisance. 

PRAYER, 

Where  injunction   granted,  though  not  specifically 

prayed  .  .  •  •  •  48, 49. 321 

PREACHING, 

Injunction  to  restrain        ....     358.  n. 

PREROGATIVE, 

Crown^  with  bare  reservation  of,  cannot  grant  licence 

to  dig  mines  .....  155 


P^ge 

•   ■.'  «  1   ' 

.  >  ^  .  • 

• 

.  269 

.    298 

• 

.  107 

• 

.  245 

• 

265,266 

• 

.    35 
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PREROGATIVE— (  Ciwrft»«erf). 

Vide  PaienU. 
PREROGATIVE  COPIES      . 
PRESUMPTION— Vide  Minss^Nuuance. 
PRESENTATION, 

InjuDCtioix  to  restrain 
PREVIOUS  ORDER 
PRINCIPLE,      . 

Construction  of  the  word  in  patents 
PRINTS, 

.   Cop3rright  in         •  ... 

PRIORITY  OF  SUIT, 

Injunctions  granted  upon  anciently 
PRIVATE  NUISANCE.— Vide  Nuisance. 
PRIVILEGE  OF  PEERAGE  .  .  .  .49 

PRIVY  COUNCIL, 

Injunction  to  restrain  publication  of  matteis  before     •  276 
PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW, 

Injunction  to  stay  •  .  •  .  4 

Differ  from  prohibition        ...  .         .      4 

Enumeration  of  cases  in  which  a  court  of  equity  inter- 
poses       .....  •  .        .    ib. 

Accident       .  . 

Lost  bond  or  other  security  ^ 

No  equity  in  favour  of  lessee  upon  destruction  of 

the  house  by  fire 
Nor  purchaser  afler  contract  completed 
Upon  death  of  occupier  no  account  of  mesne 

profits  .  . 

Upon  death  of  joint  obligee  relief  against  the 
assets  of  a  deceased  one 
Mistake  .... 

In  drawing,  engrossing,  or  cancelling  an  instru- 
.  ment  .... 

.  In  account        ...  ... 

In  legacy  .... 

By  arbitrators       .... 

Where  joint  bond  is  considered  joint  and  several 
Or  the  converse    ... 
Mistake  in  Law    .... 


ib. 
5 

5 
ib. 


ib. 
ib. 


ib. 
fl). 

7 
ib. 

8 

ib. 
ib. 
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First  opinionfi  that  relief  might  be  given  in  a  case 

of  mistake  in  law  .  .  .  .9 

Subsequent  decisions  to  the  contrary  10 

Doctrine  of  the  civil  law  upon  this  point  .  ib.  xi. 

No  relief  against  mistake  in  the  conduct  of  a 

cause  at  law  .  .  .10 

No  relief  against  the  neglect  of  forms  required  by 

the  registry  act         .  •  .         .        .     11 

Whether  relief  where  the  compliance  has  been 

prevented  by  fraud  .        .  .        ib.  n. 

Pkaud        .  .  ...    11 

Suggestio  falsi         .  .        .  .        .    ib. 

Suppressio  veri        .  .  «  .        .        .    ib. 

Undue  advantage  taken  of  parental  influence  12 

Duress  .  •  .         .        .    ib. 

Poverty  ib. 

Ignorance  of  rights  .         .         .    ib. 

Weakness  of  intellect  .         .  .13 

Religious  delusion  •  .  .  .    ib. 

Drunkenness     .  .  .        .    ib. 

Of  cestuy  que  trust    .        .        .  .13 

Of  ward  .        .  .        .     ib. 

Client  ,  .  .        .    14 

Expectant  heirs         ...  .    ib. 

Sailors  dealing  for  pri^money  .         •    ib. 

Mortgagor  .  •    ib* 

Underhand  Agreements     .  .  .  .    ib. 

FVaud  on  marriage  articles  •  .  .    ib. 

On  marital  right  .  .15 

Agreement  to  marry  after  the  death  of  a  person 
in  loco  parentis  .  .  .  .    ib. 

By  creditors  with  debtors     .  •  •    ib. 

To  prevent  opposition  to  a  bill  in  parliament    ib. 
Fraudulent  dissolution  of  pitrtnership  and  assign- 
ment of  property  .  •  .  .16 
Frauds  on  acts  of  parliament  and  legal  provi- 
sions               .             .            .             •            •    ib. 
On  the  law  of  forfeiture        .            •  .    ib. 

£  £ 
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On  the  restraining  statutes       •         .        .     16 
Usury  laws  .  .  •  .    ib. 

Bankrupt  laws  .  •  •    ib. 

Registry  act  .  .  .        .    ib. 

Revenue  laws  •  .  .        •    ib. 

Mortmain  act        .        .         .  .        .    ib. 

Custom  of  London  •  •  .    ib. 

On  powers        .         .  .         ...     17 

Fraudulent  use  of  bond       .         .        .        .    ib. 

DiSCOVBRY 19 

Jurisdiction  in  equity  concerning        .         •        .    ib. 
Injunction  to  restrain  proceedings  on  bond  or 
note  where  .  •  .  .        .    17 

Fraudulent  against  creditors  •         .    ib. 

Usurious        .        .  i        .        .    ib. 

Gaming  consideration  .  .        •    ib. 

Stockjobbing    .  •        .  •         .18 

niegal  insurance   •  .  .  .    ib. 

Simony      .  .  •  .  ,    ib. 

Champerty  .  «  .  .    ib. 

Compounding  felony  •  .         •    ib. 

Marriage  brocage ib. 

Place  brocage  .  •  •         .    ib. 

Conditions  contrary  to  good  morals   .  ib. 

Particeps  criminis  •  .  •  .19 

Lord  Thurlow*s  opinion  that  relief  might  be 

given  to     .  .  •  .  •    ib. 

In  cases  of  public  policy  relief  always  given     ib. 
Cases  doubted  in  which  a  court  of  equity 
has  given  an  account  of  the  profits  of  an 
illegal  transaction  .  .  .20 

Relief  against  Fobfeiturbs  and  Penalties, 
Given  where  penalty  is  to  secure  a  collateral 
object        .        .  .  .  ...    21 

Not  where  liquidated  damages         .  .  .    ib. 

Cases  where  the  court  have  held  the  sum  to  be 
a  penalty        ...         .        .        .        ib.  n. 

Where  liquidated  damages         .  .         22.  ru 
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Injunctions  to  restrain  proceedings  at  law  for 

penalty        .        .  22 

Refused  where  forfeiture  by  non-payment  of  in- 
stalments       • ib. 

Covenants  for  renewal 23 

Non-payment  of  Rent, 

Practice  before  4;  Geo.  2.  .  .  .    ib. 

Rent  allowed  under  that  act  to  be  paid  into  court 

within  six  months      •    .         •  .        .        .    ib. 

Formerly  one  breach  only  could  be  assigned  .  24< 
8  and  9  Wm.  3.  c  11.  landlord  may  assign  several  ib* 
Before  the  statute  if  the  verdict  was  for  breach 

by  non-payment  of  rent,  issue  directed    .        .    ib. 
Particular  of  breaches  may  be  obtained        .       .    ib. 
If  verdict  on  non-payment  of  rent  landlord  com- 
pelled to  go  on  others         .  •  .24',  25 
No  relief  against  forfeiture  of  breach  of  covenant 
to  repair           .            .            .            .        .  25, 26 
Whether  against  forfeiture  for  cutting  timber, 

quaere  .  •  .  .        .    ib. 

Or  covenant  to  build  .  .  .    ib.  . 

Injunctions  in  the  Nature  of  Specific  Perform- 
ANCE^Vide  Injunctions  to  restrain  breach  of  Co' 
venants. 

To  restrain  landlord  proceeding  in  equity  where 

tenant  is  holding  under  agreement  .  27 

Refused  where  it  appears  that  tenant  would  not 
be  entitled  to  a  lease     .  .  .  .    ib. 

Where  he  has  committed  a  breach  of  cove- 
nants agreed  to  be  inserted  in  the  lease  27,  28 
Or  is  insolvent  .  .  .  .    28 

Or  has  committed  waste       .  .  .    ib. 

Secus  where  landlord  has  waived  the  for- 
feiture .  •  .  .  .    ib. 
Account,               .           .               •               .        •    ib. 

Jurisdiction  in 28,  29 

Injunction  granted  where  plaintiff  entitled  to  ac-    ' 
count        ...  .         .         ...    29 

E  E  2 
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Where    complicated    transactioi^  between 

landlord  and  tenant        .    >,     .  .        .29 

Not  where  it  is  matter  of  set-ofF    .         .      ib.  SO 
Where  partners^  one  creditor  taking  the  goods^ 
restrained  till  the  amount  has  been  taken 

« 

under  the  partnership            .            .        ib.  31 

Injunctions  after  decree  for  administration 

OF  ASSBTS                               .                .               <              .  ib^ 

On  application  of  executor  or  administf  ator         .  32 

Or.  of  the  heir       ...                         .  ib. 

Or  of  another  creditor                                    .  ib. 

How  extended  to  stay  trial       .        i            .  ib. 

Not  granted  where  plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  a 

judgment  de  bonis  propriis       .        .         .        .  ib. 

Or  to  costs  de  bonis  propriis        .         *         .        .  ib. 
Granted  where  executors  had  obtained  time  to 
pleads  and  then  suffered  judgment  to  go  by 

default              .                  '    .            .           .  ib. 

Not  granted  before  decree                            .        .  33 
Nor  where  a  decree  for  an  account  of  the 

demand  of  one  creditor         .          .          .  ib. 
Costs, 
If  the  action  commenced  before  the  bill  filed, 

creditors  may  prove  them  under  the  detcree     .  ib* 

Until  notice  party  must  pay  costs        .        .        .  ib. 

After  notice  the  creditor .  .  '  .  .  .  ib. 
Affidavit  by  executor  required  .  .  ib.  34r 
Injunction  against  action  for  in^egularly  serving 

process            ib. 

Injunction  after  plaintiff  has  elected  to  pro- 
ceed IN  equity       .            .         •   .            .            .  ib. 
Obtained  on  motion  of  course                   .            .  ib. 
If  on  false  allegation,  in  what  case  reference  to 

master        . 35 

Plaintiff  cannot  be  put  to  election  before  answer  ib. 

Nor  if  exceptions  taken              .            .  ib. 

Nor  before  time  for  filing  exceptions     .  ib. 

Nor  if  plea         ...          .         ..  ib. 
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PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW— (Con^ifMMf^.  '  M  . 

Injunction  after  Decree  to  restrain  Party 

PROCEEDING  FOR  THE  SAME  MaTTER  .  .      36 

Exception  in  the  case  of  mortgagee  .    ib. 

Mortgagee  restrained  where  difficulty  to  get  back 
.  the  title  deeds     .  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Mortgagee  after  Foreclosure  proceeding  at 
Law  on  the  Bond,  Quia&RE  .  .37 

Better  opinion  that  he  might  proceed      .  .    ib^ 

Injunction  granted  in  Perry  \u  Barker  on  the  cir- 
cumstances, ib.  .         ...  .         .     38 

<  Marshalling  Securities  .      -    .  .  .    ib. 

Creditor  restrained  .  ^  *       .        .    ib. 

Doctrine  concerning  the  American  loyalists  ib.  39»  40 
Sureties^ 

Where  discharged  .  .  *  .40 

Injunction  granted  to  restrain  actions  brought 
against  them        .  .         .        .        .    ib. 

Doctrine  as  to  bills  of  exchange         .  .41 

Criminal  Cases, 

Injunctions  not  granted  to  stay  proceedings  on 

indictment,  mandamus,  or  prohibition       .        .    42 
Exception  where  an  indictment  was  to  try  a  civil 
right      .  .  .  .  .    ib« 

Order  to  restrain  praying  restitution  on  indict- 
'    ment  for  forcible  entry  doubted  .  .     ib.  n. 

Perjury  in  proceedings  in  equity  formeriypunidied 
by  the  court        ...  .  .    42.  n. 

Injunctions  to  restrain  actions  for         .         .  ib. 

Award, 

No  injunction  to  restrain  proceeding  upon  award 
under  9  &  10  W.  3.       .  .  .  .     ib. 

At  what  stage  of  proceedings  granted     .        .    43 

Before  or  after  commencement  of  action  ib. 

To  stay  trial         .        .        .        ^        .        .    ib. 

Judgment  .  *         .         .     ib. 

Execution  .  .  .         .    ib. 

Proceedings  under        .         .         .        .    ib. 

Court  unwilling  to  interfere  where  plaintiff 
has  lain  by  till  after  trial    .  .44 
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PROCEEDINGS  AT  LAW— (Continued). 
In  what  Mannbh  chanted^ 

Not  on  petition        .         .         .         •        ,        .    45 

Formerly  sometimes  without  bill  filed         .         •    ib. 

Rule  at  present  not  without  bill  previously  filed       46 

Exceptions 

Where  decree  for  admipistration  of  assets    .        .    ib, 

Where  plaintiff  has  elected  to  proceed  at  law      .    ib. 

Where  afler  decree  plaintiff  is  proceeding  at  law 

for  the  same  miitter         •  •  •  .    ib. 

Where  plaintiff  at  law  is  proceeding  against  bail 
or  sheriff      .  .  .  .  ..    ib.  4?T 

Where  party  undertakes  to  file  a  bill  Immediately 

4.7,43 

This  doubted  by  Lord  Thurlow    .  .  .48 

Must  be  specifically  frayed        •  «  .    ib. 

SuBPCBNAy 

May  issue  before  bill  filed  .  .  •49 

Bill  must  be  on  the  file  before  the  return  of        .    ib« 
Persons  having  privilege  of  peerage  must  have 
letter  missive    .  .  ,  •  •    ib. 

When  served. 

At  any  time  before  12  at  nigbt     .  .  .50 

Returnable  on  tlie  same  day  as  it  is  sealed 
before  the  court  rises        .  •  .    ib. 

Not  on  a  Sunday        ....  .    ib. 

How  SERVED, 

By  delivering  the  writ,  or  showing  and  delivering 

label        .        . ib. 

Where  more  defendants  than  one         .        .        .  ib. 
Where  served, 

At  dwelling-house  .  .  .  .        .  ib. 

If  defendant  keep  house  .  ,        .  .  ib. 

By  sending  under  cover  to  the  person  to  whom 

defendant  directed  his  letters  to  be  sent  .  ib. 

Abroad        .  .  .  .  .        .        .  ib. 

Counting-house        .  .  .         .        .        .  ib. 

Chambers        ....  .         .  .  ib. 
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Not  at  lodgings  which  defendant  has  left  a  long 

time  before         .  •  .        .         .        »    59 

With  turnkey  where  prisoner  at  large  on  motion       ib. 
Where  in  custody  without        .         .         •         .    ib« 
Substituted  sehvice, 

On  husband  for  wife         •  «        •        •        •    ib. 

On  wife  for  husband         •         .         .        .        •    ib. 
On  parents  secreting  children    «        .        .  •    ib. 

On  partners       .  •  .  .  .    ib. 

.  Former  practice  as  to  agents,  &c.  •        •    ib. 

In  general  not  on  clerk  in  court        •  .  •    33 

Permitted  on  attorney  employed  at  law  in  injunc* 
tion  cause  .  •  .  .        •    ib. 

Affidavit  required  for  this 
In  Chancery. 

On  motion  that  service  of^  subpcsna  on 

the  attorney  may  be  good  service      .    ib. 
Lord  Thurlow's  opinion  that  it  might  ac- 
company the  application  for  the  in- 
junction, overruled  .         *        .54* 
Affidavit  need  not  state  application  to 
the  attorney  to  accept  the  subpoena       ib. 
In  the  Exchequer. 

Defendant's  attorney  applies  to  plaintiCs 

attorney  •  -  •  •        •    ib. 

Affidavit  of  refusal  to  accept  subpoena  .    ib. 
No  affidavit  of  merits         .        .  .    ib* 

On  motion  for  injunction  affidavit  of 

merits  required  .        •        .        .55 

In  general  without  notice  .  •    ib. 

Case  where  notipe  required  .         .    ib. 

Sufficient  if  the  general  heftd  of  equity 

is  verified  by  the  affidavit         .  .    ib. 

.  Variance  between  bill  and  affidavit  fatal     ib. 

Case  where  affidavit  was  dispensed  with     56 

Motion  refused  where  no  declaration 

delivered ib. 
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Irregularity  in  service  of  subpoena  eured  by  ap- 

peata^ee         ; 57 

Not  where  service  just  before  long  vacation      •   .  ib. 

If  appearance  entered  cannot  be  struck  out         .  ib. 

Sometimes  withdrawn  on  motion          •        .        •  ib« 

Common  injunction  for  want  of  appearance      .  57 

Time  for  appearance  in  court  of  Chancery    ,      .  ib. 

In  a  town  cause         .          .         .         .        .  iU 

In  a  country  cause  «        •     '  .        .58 

In  the  Exchequer ib. 

Affidavit  of  service  left  with  clerk  in  oonrt           .  59 

Attachment  issued  .            ib. 

-_- FOR  WANT  OP  ANSWER, 

Time  for  answering  in  Chancery  .        .        .    ib. 

In  Exchequer ib* 

Attachment  issued  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Plaintiff  entitled  to  injunction  though  answer  in 
before  the  attachment        •  .  .        •    ib. 

•  Answer  must  be  on  the  Bk        ...  .60 

'  UPON  ORDER  FOR  TIMB  .  .  .  .61 

UPON  A  DEDIMUS ib. 
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Practice  in  Ireland ib.  n« 

Reference  for  imfertinenge                •        .        .  ib. 
•  Plaintiff  cannot  move  of  course  for  injunction 

pending  it        .        # ib. 

Plea  OR  demurrer, 

Injunction  not  granted  while  depending       .        .  ib. 
When  demurrer  may  be  filed               .        .        .62 
Not  where  injunction  has  been  granted  on  a 

dedimus     .            •            .            .            •  ib. 

May  be  argued  out  of  their  course      .        .        .  ib. 

Practice  in  Exchequer        •        .        .        «        .  ib. 

Where  defendant  pleads,  demurs,  and  answers    .  ibw 
Where  a  demurrer  has  been  overruled,  plaintiff 
put  iii  the  same  situation  as  if  it  had  not  been 

filed 63 
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Injuaction  where  defendant  has  appe^ed  .or  an- 
..    .      Awered  in  tijcoe  I      .      .  .  .64 

.  .  Special  injunction  sometimes  granted  before  an- 

.  SiW&t       .  •  ,  •  «  •  •  •      1D« 

Where  plaintiff  has  had  no  opportunity  of 
«  obtaining  common  injunction         .        .    ib. 

, . .     .  Seavice  of  injunction, 

How  served  .  .  .  .         .    66 

Where  at  defendant's  last  place  of  abode      .        •    ib. 

Where  personal  service  dispensed  with        .        •    ib. 

Where  party  hears  the  order         •        .    ib. 

Where  retired  before  order  pronounced    67 

<i:  .Where  from  general  information  .        •    ib. 

Where  fi:om  being  informed  by  plaintiff's 
solicitor  .  «  .        325.  n. 

;        Effect  of  common  injunction, 
<i  In  Exchequer y 

In  town  cause  stays  all  further  proceedings  .    68 
y  Not  in  country  cause  in  issuable  t^ms  if  de- 

claration delivered    .        .  •  .    ib. 

In  Chancery^ 
li    .  Where  no  declaration  delivered  restrains  all 

proceedings  .  .  .  •    ib. 

W)iere  declaration  delivered  plaintiff  at  law 
.  may  proceed  to  trial  .  -  •  .69 

Breach  of  injunction, 

Delivery  of  declaration     .  .  •    ib. 

Demurrer  and  judgment  iat  law  no  breach  .  •  •  ib. 
Nor  interlocutory  judgment  .  .  .  .70 

Scire  facias  .        ^   .  .    ib. 

Rule  to  show  cau^e  why  m  attachment  should 

not  issue  on  ^ward  no  brei^ch      •  •  .71 

Nor  showing  cause  against  a  rule  for  a  new  trial  ib. 
Where  attachment  for  non-payment  of  costs  a 

breach.    .        .        . ib. 

Where  plaintiff  is  joint  obligor  and  obligee  gives 

sheriff  notice  not  to  take  plaintiff  .  .  .72 
Whether  common  injunction  prevents  entry  ib. 
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Flroeeeding  against  bail  a  breach  .        .    72 

DistinctioQ   by  Lord  Hardwicke    between  bail 

above  and  bail  below    •  .  •  .73 

Now  disregarded  .  •  .  •    ib. 

Flroceediogs  against  sheriff  a  breach  .    ib. 

Ruling  him  to  bring  in  the  body        .  .        •    ib. 

Or  pay  over  money  .  .  •  .    ib. 

No  breach  where  sheriff  volttntarily  pays  the 

money  •  •  .  .  •    ib. 

But  party  would  be  ordered  to  pay  it  into  court      74* 
Injunction  where  sheriff  sued  in  fresh  action        .    ib. 
Commitment  for  brbacr     .  .  •  .75 

Ancient  practice  .  .  •  •    ib. 

Modem  practice  •  •  .  .76 

Motion  that  defendant  may  stand  committed    ib. 

Payment  of  costs ib. 

Cases  ik  exchequer  where  detbitdant  is  per- 

mitted  to  proceed  at  law  .  .  .    ib. 

Common  injunction  extended  to  stay  trial       •    78 

Notice  necessary       .  .  •  •    ib. 

Where  commission  to  examine  witnesses      .    79 

Where  sereral  defendants        •  .         •    ib. 

Refused  where  answer  filed         •         •        .80 

Granted  where  defendant  has  submitted  to 

exceptions        .  •  .  .        •    ib. 

Motion  cannot  be  made  at  the  same  seal  or  same 

day  that  common  injunction  obtained  .  •  ib. 
Exception  under  what  circumstances  •  .  ib.  81 
What  affidavits  necessary     .        •  .  .81 

Once  required  to  state  specific  discovery  •  ib. 
Afterwards  great  laxity  in  the  practice  •  ib. 
Present  practice  •         •         .        82>  83, 84 

Where  decree  for  administration  of  assets  •  84 
Affidavit  may  be  filed  the  day  before  the 

motion       .  •  .  .  •     ib. 

Application  refused  immediately  before  the 

assizes  •  .  •  .    84>  85 

Commission  to  examine  witnesses        .  .85 

Affidavit  necessary  for         •  •  .        .    ib. 
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In  Exchequer  not  granted  before  answer     .        •  86 

In  Chancery  before  answer  on  bill  of  discovery  •  ib. 
Cases  where  granted  before  answer  though  bill 

prayed  relief     •  .  .  .  .86 

Motion  cannot  be  made  unless  defendant  is  in 

contempt          .            .            ,            ,           •  87 

Witnesses  should  be  named            .            .           .  ib. 

.  In  Exchequer,  money  must  be  paid  into  court     .  ib. 

Terms  in  Chancery          .           •           .           •  ib. 

Injunction  irregularly  granted  may  be  discharged  88 

Where  irregularly  waived          .          .         •  ib. 

By  putting  in  answer            •             •            .  ib. 

Not  by  moving  for  time        .            •            .  ib. 

Motion  to  dissolve 

Cannot  be  made  before  answer         .         .          .  ib. 

May  the  moment  the  answer  is  in             .            .  ib. 

Costs  of  attachment  must  first  be  paid         .        .  89 
Injunction  continued  because  defendant  had  not 

signed  his  answer          .            .            •            .  ib. 
Motion  of  course    .        •            •            •              .  ib. 
Should  be  in  open  court           •         •         •        .  ib. 
When  brief  should  be  delivered          •        .         .  ib. 
|jijuBction  not  dissolved  till  all  defendants  an- 
swered       *        •          .       -«          .         •        •  ib. 
Exceptions         •         •         .        .    ib,  90^  91 
Whether  wh^e  bankrupt  is  a  party  to  a 
bill  against  his  assignees        .          .    91,  92 
Order  to  stay  trial  cannct  be  discharged  se- 
parately           •            •           •            .            .93 
Special  injunction  after  answer  to  stay  trial  till 
further  order,  dissolved  as  to  trial  only     •        ,  94; 
Order  nisi     .            .           •           •            •            .95 
How  entered  and  served            •            .             .  ib. 
If  no  cause,  injunction  dissolved  on  motion  and 

production  of  affidavit  of  service      •        .        •  ib. 

Reason  of  the  order  nisi  .            •            .            •  ib. 
Not  necessary  where  exceptions  have  been  taken 

and  overruled      .            •        .        •        .        .  ib. 
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VPhere  pl^a  it  ordered  to  stand  for  answer,  de* 

fendant  cannot  move  absolutely       .        .        .96 
Secu^y  where  allowed  .  .  .        .    ib. 

Cause  against  dissolving  .  .  .96 

Reference  of  answer  for  impertinence, 

Former  opinions  that  it  was  not  cau6e'  .    ib. 

Present  doctrine      .  ib> 

Time  for  procuring  report        .  .        .         .97 

Order  for  reference  need  not  be  previously  ob- 

'  tained        .        .  •  .  >  .    ib. 

' '  EflPect  of  master's  report  .  .        .  ib*  98, 99 

Impertinent  matter  need  not  b^  expunged  .    89 

Scandal         .  .  «  *  .  .99 

Exceptions, 

Need  not  be  actually  filed  .  »  .    ib. 

Allegation  that  answer  is  insufficient,  not  cause    .    ib. 

When  to  be  filed  .  .  .100 

In  Chancery  .  .  ^  .     ib. 

In  Exchequer  .  .  .    ib» 

Practice  in  Chancery         .  .  .  .    ib. 

Time  for  obtaining  master's  report. 

Effect  of  master's  report  .  .101 

Where  injunction  has  been  extended  to  stay 
trial,  the  order  falls  on  master's  report  of 
insufiiciency        .  .         .         .  .    ib» 

Injunction  not  supported  by  exceptions  to 

master's  report  \    '        .  «^  -  ib.  102 

Where  exceptions  allowed  by  master,  and 

exceptions  to  his  report  allowed       .        •    ib. 

If  master  reports  anBwer  sufficient,  injunction 

''  continued       .        .  '.  .  .     ib. 

'  Practice  in  exchequer  .  .  .        .    ib. 

''  Showing  exceptions  generally         .  .  .  103 

Order  of?  May,  1794*        .         .  .  .    ib. 

Opening  material  exception         ^        .        .        •    ib» 

Practice  upon         ,  .  ,         .        .  104? 

Injunction  not  obtained  except  upon  report  of 

insufficiency     '    .  .     '        .  .  105 
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I9  a  motion  of  course  •  •  .  ,     ,   .  •    ib. 

Further  answer  cannot  be  received  after  service 

of  the  order         .  ,  .     ,        .  .    ib. 

In  Exchequer  further  answer  canqpt.  be  put  in 

after  exceptions        •  .  .  .        .  .     ib. 

In  Chancery  at  any  time  before  service       «         .106 

Practice  where  plaintiff  neglects  to  amend  •        .    ib. 

Cause  on  the  merits         «  .  •  .        .    ib* 

Not  on  bill  for  discovery  .  ,  .107 

{  .  Time  for  showii^  cause  enlarged,  on  undertaking 

not  to  except  «  .  •       .      .    ib. 

Previous  Ord^r  in  Exchequer      •        ,        .        .    ib. 

How  obtained   .        .  •  ,  •  .    ib« 

EflFectof        .         •  •  .  .       ".  108 

Affidavits, 

Cannot  be  read  against  answer        «  .  .    ib. 

Case  of  Isaacs  v,  Humpage  overruled  •    ib. 

Answer  is  only  evidence  as  to  facts  to  which 

other  testimony  could  be  received        »  ib. 

Cases  where  affidavits  may  be  read  in  support  of 
.    allegations  made  by  the  bill  •        .     109,110 

Whether  bankrupt's  answer  may  be  read  against 

his  assignees        .         ,  .        •  .        .111 

Where  defendant  refers  to  the  aoswer  of  a  co- 

defendant  .  ,  .  .  .    ib. 

Continued  to  the  heai^ing  .  .  .112 

Never  as  matter  of  course,  .  .  .    ib. 

Paymen!^  of  monex  iijTo  coujaT  .  .        .    ib. 

Where  verdict  at  law  ...  .  .    ib. 

Or  award  .  .  ,  .  •     ib. 

Or  money  4Swom  due  by  the  ^swer  .         .    ib. 

Old  practice  as  to  this      .  ,  .  .    ib. 

Time  for  payment  .  ,  .  .113 

Not  done  where  matter  confessed  in  answer  suf- 
ficient for  relief  .  .  •        .     ib. 
Nor  upon  the  answer  of  executor  pr  a  stranger 

to  the  facts  •  .  .         •         «    ib« 
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Case  in  the  Exchequer  where  refused 

under  the  circumstances  .      .  .113 

Where  granted  .  •  .115 

Not  paid  out  except  where  delay  on  the 

part  of  defendant  .  .116 

Where  defendant,  who  has  recovered  a 

verdict,  is  abroad        .  •  •    ib. 

In  this  case  affidavit  necessary    .  .117 

Tenant  filing  injunction  bill,  required  to 
pay  money  into  court         .     •  •        .    ib* 
Dissolved, 

If  cause  not  prosecuted  to  a  hearing    .        .        .  1 18 
Where  sufficient  defence  by  answer  .        .    ib. 

Where  plea  allowed  •  .  .         .    ib. 

.    Where  cross  bill  not  answered  .  .       •    ib. 

Not  dissolved  on  master's  report  against  title       .    ib. 
Revived,  .  .  .  •  .        .  119 

Where  dissolved  on  plaintiffs  having  failed  in  pro- 
curing master's  report  in  time^   and  answer 
afterwards  reported  insufficient  •  .    ib. 

Secus  on  reference  for  impertinence  .  .    ib. 

Where  injunction  has  dropped  in  consequence  of 

amendment        •  .  •  .  .    ib. 

Or  dissolved  on  merits  and  afterwards  amended  .    ib. 
Not  revived  where  master's  report  of  insufficiency 

has  been  overruled  <hi  exceptions  .  120 

Nor  where  dissolved  on  the  merits  and  bill  found 
for  perjury  .    .         .  .  .        .    ib. 

Amendment  .  .  ,  .  •    ib. 

Effect  of  .  .  •  •  .        .    ib* 

Lord  Bathurst's  opinion  .  .  .    ib.  121 

Present  doctrine  that  injunction  drops  by    .        .121 
Motion  for  leave  to  amend  without  prejudice  to 
injunction  .  .  .  .  •     ib* 

Sometimes  to  re-amend  .  .  .     .    ib. 

Affidavit  required  .  .  .  •    ib. 

Costs  of       .  .  .....  122 

Where  before  answer  •  -.  .123 
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Refused  where  answer  has  come  in  and  not  been  ' 

excited  to     .  .  .  •  .124 

Where  exceptions  taken,  order  to  amend  cannot 

be  obtained        .        .  •         .        .        .    ib. 

Amendment  where  injunction  dissolved  on  tlie 
•   merits  .  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Injunction  not  revived  of  course,  for  default  of 

answering  the  amendments  .  .  .    ib« 

Special  motion  required    .  .        .         .        .126 

Defendant  must  be  in  default  .  .  .127 

Not  necessary  that  he  should  be  in  contempt      .    ib. 
Affidavit  necessary  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Defendant  may  move  on  affidavit,  before  answer, 

to  dissolve        .....  128 

Where  no  injunction  obtained  on  original  bill, 

whether  of  course  on  amended        .         .        •    ib. 

Determinations  to  that  effisct        •        .        .129 

Principle  to  the  contrary  .  .        .    ib. 

Abatement        .  •  •  •        .  .    ib. 

By  death  ...  .  .    ib. 

Banfkmptcy  of  plaintiff     .        .  .        .    ib. 

•  In   Exchequer,   and   earlier   cases   in 

Chancery,  no  abatement  .        •    130, 131 
At  present  in  Chancery  sectts        •        .    ib. 
In  Exchequer,  assignees  required  to  file 
a  supplemental  bill  within  a  fortnight  133 

DCSMISSAL  OF  BII.L  FOR  WANT  OF  FROSSCUTION  .   134< 

Motion  for,  without  notice            •            .          ..  ib. 
Injunction  no  objection       .            .            .         •  ib. 
>  Showing  cause  against  injunction,  not  a  proceed- 
ing to  prevent  dismissal                        .            .  ib. 
Bill  sometimes  restored        .        •            .           .  ib. 
Not  where  costs,  the  sole  question        .        .       .  ib. 
Defendant  may  set  down  the  cause,  TERk  after 

PUBLICATION  .  .  .  .  .   135 

Injunctions  noticed  by  courts  of  i,aw        ,  .    ib. 

Formerly  practice  otherwise  .  .    ib. 
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Defendant  having  obtained  injunction,  not 

entitled  to  the  same  notices,  &c,        •       .136 
Judgment  of  non-pros  not  signed  pending 

injunction  .  •  •  .    ib. 

Scire  facias  not  necessary  where  plaintiff  has 

been  restrained      ,  .  .  .    ib. 

Judge  will  not  take  cause  out  of  its  course 
at  nisi  prius  to  defeat  injunction        •        .    ib« 
PROCEEDINGS  IN  OTHER  COURTS. 
Spiritual  court. 

Injunction  to  stay  proceedings  in  •  .137 

Where  modus  set  up  and  denied         .  .    ib.  138 

Not  if  admitted    .  .  .        •        .        .    ib. 

Nor  upon  mere  suggestion  of  modus  .        •    ib. 

To  restrain  proceeding  for  a  legacy,  till  cause  in 
equity  determined  .  .  •         .    ib. 

Where  trustee  is  suing  ,  .  .    ib. 

Father  .  •  ,  •  .    ib. 

Husband     •  •  •  •    ib. 

To  restrain  suit  for  tithes  .  .  139 

Where  accounts  between  parson  and  pa- 
rishioner      .        .  .        .        .        •    ib. 
Injunctions  granted  by  the  Star-chamber    .        .    ib. 
Exchequer, 

Injunctions  from  court  of  Chancery  to  Exchequer    ib. 
and  Exchequer  to  Chancery       •  .  .    ib. 

Old  cases  where  injunctions  granted  in  favour  of 

persoQs  privileged,  as  accountants        •  •  140 

Where  a  decree  in  the  Exchequer  has  not  been 

complete,  cause  heard  in  Chancery  •    ib. 

Injunction  refiised  before  hearing  in  Chancery, 
having  been  before  refused  in  Exchequer        .    ib. 
Admiralty  courts. 

Where  injunction  to  refused        .  •  .    ib. 

Where  granted    .  .  .  .  •    ib. 

Court  or  wards  ....  .  14<1 

DUTCHY  COURT .lb. 

Mayor's  court  .  .  .  «  ib. 
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Court  of  Stannaries  ...  .  .  141 

Petty  Bag         .  .  .  .        .     ib. 

FoRsioN  Courts,  , 

Ancient  determination  th^  no  injunction  could 

be  granted  to  .  .      '«  .    ib. 

Principle  to  the  contrary.     .  •  >«         .    ib. 

Cases  where  injunctions  granted  to      •     -   .  14<2>  14S 

Injunctions. only  on  special  motion  •  .         *  144 

PROHIBITION,  f 

Nature  of  .  .  .  .  .         .      4^ 

No  injunction  to  restrain  proceeding  upon  .    421 

MtOPERTY  PENDENTE  LITEy 

Injunction  granted  to  protect  .  .  ,  SOI 

PUBLIC  POLICY .        .        .19 

PULLING  DOWN  HOUS^ES, 

Never  ordered  on  motion         ,  .  ,  .331 

PURCHASER  IN  POSSESSION, 

.   Restrained  fiom  waste  .  .  .    !      .170.195 

■  paying  purchase  money  •  292 

PURPRESTURE 229 

Definition  of  .  .  .        .        .    ib. 

Remedy  at  common  law  .  .  .  .    ib. 

■     '  in  equity         .  .  .        .        .     ib« 

Judgment' on  information  of  intrusion  ,  •  223 

■ - on  information  in  equity  .         '  .        .    ib. 

Inquiry  whether  beneficial  to  the  crown  that  it 

should  remain  .  .  .  .    ib. 

Not  where  it  is  also  a  nuisance  .  .        .    ib. 

Precedents  of  decrees  in  Exchequer        .  ib. 

QUOTATION, 

How  far  allowed         ,  .         .  .  .  ,  .  281 

QUIETING  POSSESSION— Vide  Possession. 

,  s         ' 

RECEIVER, 

When  appointed  .  .  .  .    *     • .  302 

REFERENCE  TO  MASTER, 

Of  bill  for  impertinence  .  .  .  ..61 

FF 
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Of  answer        .  .  .  •  .  .96 

for  scandal  .  ....    99 

•  for  insufficiency  •         .        .        .    ib* 

Of  publication  alleged  to  be  pirated        •        •  .289 

REGISTRY, 

Injimction  to  stay  indorsement  of  certificate  of  .  293 

REGISTRY  ACT     .  ,  .  .  .11 

RELIGIOUS  DELUSION IS 

RENEWAL,  COVENANTS  FOR  .  .  .    2S 

RENT, 

Forfeiture  for  non-payment  of  •  •  .23 

Payment  into  court  by  tenant  filing  ii^uaction  biD    •  117 

REVIVOR 119 

After  amendment        •        .  •  .        \»        •126 

After  verdict  in  favour  of  patent  ....  262 
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SERVICE, 
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Of  injunction  .....  66*  322 
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share     .            .            .            .            .            .  ib. 
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Where  an  estate  containing  advowson  has  been 

obtained  by  fraud            .                         •          .  299 

Mortgagee  restrained  from  presenting         .         .  ib. 
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infant ib. 

Granted  before  answer  in  cases  of  imminent 
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^         Against  tenant  in  common  .        .    ib. 
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Against  mortgagee  .  .        .    ib. 
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Partner  restrained  from  dissolving  .  .    ib. 

Breach  of  Covbnakt, 
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Case  in  the  Exchequer  where  refused  .     ib. 

To  restrain  a  person  from  writing  for  any 

other  theatre  .  .  .  •     ib. 
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4iie  day  before  the  motion          .  .           .  323 
Affidavits, 

Necessary  as  to  title                        .  .        .     ib. 

Information  and  belief  not  sufficient  .          . '  ib. 

Title  must  be  jE^ar^Ctt^rZ^  stated  .    ib. 

As  to  patent  right             .  •      '      .     ib. 

As  to  copyright          .  .             .            .  .         .  324 

As  to  possession  under  colour  of  title  .    ib. 

As  to  facts  *         .                        .  .            .    ib. 

As  to  threats        .            .            .  .            •    ib. 

Service  op  Subpoena  or  Injunction  .        .    ib. 

Where  party  has  had  informatioti  of  the  order          ib. 

Information  from  plaintiflP's  solicitor  .  325 
Order^ 

Form  of    .            .            .            .  ,             .    ib. 
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TERMS.— Vide  Setting  up  Terms, 
TIMBER, 

Property  in  when  severed  .  ....  214 


444*  INDEX  OF  PRINCIPAL   MATTERS. 

Page 

TIMBER— (Cofi^tfftte^. 

Directed  to  be  felled  .  ^        .218 

Removal  of  restrained  ....  298 

Vide  Waste. 
TIME, 

Order  for  .  .  ...    61 

TITHES, 

Injunctions  formerly  granted  where  parties  suing  on 
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WARD, 

Intercourse  with  restrained 

Vide  Guardian — Special  Injunctions. 
WARRENS, 
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Injunctions  to  stay       .  •  .  < 

Definition  of        • 

Who  might  commit  waste  at  common  law 

In  timber         .  .      ' 
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What  from  their  situation 
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What  ..... 
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Fixtures, 

Ancient  rule  concerning 
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"  ^     ■  executor  of  particular  tenant  and 
mainder  man  .... 

■  landlord  and  tenant 
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•                What     .            •          •          •          .                    .    ib. 
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mines  not  open  when  the  settlement  made  ib. 

Where  a  demise  of  land  with  mines  .    ib. 
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of  entry  ,  .  .  .    ib» 
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Copyholder  cannot  dig  without  leave  of  the  lord      ib. 
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Grant  of  mines  not  to  be  presumed  from  the 
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Writ  of  prohibition  .  .  .    ib. 
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Formerly  injunctions  refused  in. cases  of  .     .     ib.  192 
When  first  granted  .  .  .  193 
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